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A DISSERTATION, &c. 


SECTION I. 
The Queſtion Stated. 


ROM the manner and ſpirit with which dif. . 

putes, on points of doctrine, have been too 
frequently managed, many have imbibed a preju- 
dice againſt all controverſy on religious ſubjects. 
No one, however, will queſtion the propriety of free 
and candid diſcuſſion. And whenever diſputes, on 
doctrinal points, are managed with that temper and 
candor, which the importance of religious ſubjects 
requires ; it may be reaſonably hoped that ſome real 
advantage may ariſe from them. 

Such is the inaCtivity, and fo great the indolence 
of the human mind, in the purſuit of the nobleſt ob- 
jects, that it needs every motive, every /timulus, to 
excite it toexertion. Its powers are awakened, and 
its invention ſharpened, by oppoſition. Hence, by 
this kind of collifion of minds, new light is often 
ſtruck up, and arguments produced, in ſupport of 
the truth, which would otherwiſe have eſcaped ob- 
ſervation, 

Were the human mind ſufficiently poſſeſſed of a 
ſpirit of benevolence and love, no other motive 


to an exertion of all its powers, in ſearch after truth, 
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would be, either needed, or have influence. For 

the want of this it is, that bitterneſs and perſonality 
too often mingle themſelves with religious diſputes. 
Yet, notwithſtanding theſe unneceſſary ingredients, 
unwelcome generally to the reader, controverſial 
writings are, oftentimes, beneficial ; and the.cauſe 
of truth receives eſſential advantages from them. 

- That the import of 1 is differently ap- 
prehended and underſtood, by the Rev. Cyprian 
Strong and me, is evident from our reſpective publi- 
cations on that ſubject. Hence a controverſy on 
this important point ſubſiſts between us. In this 
there is nothing diſagreeable, excepting the want of 
that /ingle eye, by which our bodies would be full of 
light; and the prejudices, each of us undoubtedly 
has, in favor of his own hypotheſis. 

In the further purſuit of this controverſy, it is 
hoped that no perſonal prejudice may appear no 
root of bitterneſs ſpring up: But that we ſhall, each 
of us, be willing our ſeveral arguments ſhould be, 
alternately examined, with the utmoſt freedom ; and 
where they are defective, their weakneſs be expoſed. 

No advances will be made towards a proper de- 
ciſion of the controverſy between us, unleſs the 
points of difference be clearly underſtood. It is 
here, therefore, obſerved, that the point of differ- 
ence between us, is nat the different apprehen/tons we, 
everally, entertain, either of the perſonal characters, or 


the perſonal rights, of infants who are the proper ſubjects 


of baptiſm. The. fulleſt evidence, that the infant- 
ſeed of believers were not heretofore to be cir- 
cumciſed, nor are now to be baptized, on account of 
any perſonal right, which they either then had, or 
now have, to any bleſſings or promiſes whatever, 
will fall greatly ſhort of determining the true deſign 
and import of the chriſtian inſtitution of infant- 
baptiſm. Had nothing been denied, but the perſon- 
al rights and claims of infants, of however eminently 
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pious parents they may be born, it is believed that 
no controverſy, on the ſubject, would have ariſen 
from any quarter whatever. 

It is readily and ſully admitted that, in all thoſe 
covenant- tranſactions and engagements, which are 
entered into, on the part of man, when infants are 
given up to God in baptiſm, the parents, and they 
only, are ative —they only bind themſelves. The 
infant-ſeed of believers are not to be baptized, be- 
cauſe they poſſeſs any other perſonal rights, than 
the ſeed of unbelievers. Nor does infant-baptiſm 
ſimply, in any future period, give the ſubject any 
right or authority to claim the bleſſings of any cov- 
enant whatever. Wt 

This notwithſtanding, it is eaſy to ſee that the 
dedication, which a believing parent makes of his 
child, to God, in baptiſm, may be a compliance with 
ſome certain covenant- propoſals, which God gra- 
ciouſly makes to the parent, of the beſtowment of 
bleſſings upon the child: And, therefore, that 
there are in fact certain covenant-engagements, on 
the part of the Deity, reſpecting infants who are 
properly dedicated to him in baptiſm, which do 
not exiſt in regard of the ſeed of unbelievers. 

Further ; it is neither urged, nor ſuppoſed, that 
God brings himſelf under any covenant-engage- 
ments to the child, which is given up to him in bap- 
tiſm ; or, that he makes any promiſes whatever, in 
the covenant of baptiſm, excepting to the parent. 
Yet it may be that infant-baptiſm is the ſeal of ſome 
gracious promiſe, on the part of God, which is 
made to the believing parent, reſpecting his child: 
And, that the beſtowment of the bleſſings, contain- 
ed in the covenant of promiſe, is ſuſpended upon 
the parent's faithful performance of the duties to 
which he binds himſelf, when he gives up his child 
in baptiſm. It is not urged that the circumciſion 
of infants was heretofore, or that their baptiſm is 
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now, a ſeal of any covenant, which God enters into 
with the child : Though the former might have 
been, and the latter may be, the ſeal of God's cov- 
enant-engagements, with the believing parent, to 
bleſs the child and to do it good, 

Again; it is not, in any degree, a matter of dif. 
— between Mr. Strong and me, whether believers 

ve any peculiar encouragements to expect that 
God will bleſs their children merely becauſe they are 
their natural offspring ; or, on the ſimple conſideration 
of their being the natural ſeed of believers. It the Deity 
give any particular encouragements, to pious and 
believing parents, to hope that diſtinguiſhing mercy 
ſhall be ſhown to their children, it muſt be upon 
fome certain conditions to be complied with, and 
certain duties to be performed, on the part of the 
parent; and, not becauſe ſuch children are born of 

Fe | 

It may þe proper to obſerve, once more, that the 
neceſſity of real holineſs and ſanfification of heart, 
in order to the enjoyment of God's favor, and 
bleſſings of his kingdom, does not come into queſ- 
tion, in the point of debate before us. That no one 
can have a title to the promiſes of God's gracious 
covenant, without faith ; and, that none but believers 
have a right to plead the promiſes of this covenant, 
is, on all hands, agreed. Still, the moſt ample 
proof, that none but believers ſhall finally inherit 
that good, which is laid up in the promiſes of the 
new covenant, will be far from deciding the pref 
ent controverſy, reſpecting the real deſign and im- 
port of infant-baptiſm. It is eaſy to ſee that, al- 
though God offers the bleſſing of his favor, and 
eternal life, to no one, upon any condition ſhort of 
repentance and faith ; yet, it may be, that the Deity 
offers, to the believing parent, to beſtow eternal bleſ- 
ſings upon his child, upon ſome certain conditions 
to be performed by the parent; and this, as a gra- 
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cious reward of parental duty and faithfulneſs. All 
this, however, would not imply that the child could 
be faved without perſonal holineſs, and a perſonal 
compliance with the propoſals of the covenant of 
ce. | 
3" Theſe obſervations may prevent the neceſſity of 
any particular remark, on many things urged, on 
the other ſide of the queſtion, as proofs that none 
but believers are the ſeed, to whom the promiſes are 
made; and, that none but /uch are to inherit eter- 
nal life. 

It is readily admitted that no promiſes are made 
to any, excepting believers. Yet this will not prove 
that God has never promiſed, to pious parents, that 
he will hear their humble and fervent prayers for 
their children, ſucceed their labors, and bleſs their 
inſt1 uctions to them. It is, alſo, admitted that none, 
but believers, are that ſeed, who ſhall finally inherit 
eternal life. This, however, is not an evidence 
that God has, no where, promiſed, to the believin 
parent, that he will beſtow ſpiritual and ſaving bleſ- 
ſings upon his child. The fulleſt evidence, that 
the Deity never promiſed to beſtow ſaving bleſſings 
upon any, but ſuch as ſhould be Abraham's ſpirit- 
ual ſeed, er his ſeed by faith, will fall greatly ſhort 
of being a proof, that God did not promiſe, to this 
father of the faithful, that, upon his walking before 

him and _ pertect, and commanding Nis chil. 
dren, and his houſehold after him, he would beſtow 
ſaving bleſſings upon his natural offspring. | 
—— _o queſtion before us, is, Whether infant- 
iſm be a ſeal of any covenant-promiſe of God reſpect᷑- 
ing the child to be — 8 be . 
ſeal of the parent's dedication of it to Gad. ; 
it be true, that God has made no covenant-pro- 
poſals to believing parents, reſpecting their chil. 
dren, which are acceded to by the parent, and mu. 
tually ſealed, in the baptiſm of the infavt, by the 
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parties in the covenant, it will be manifeſt that this 
ordinance, as it reſpects the infant, was never de- 
ſigned to be any thing more than a mark of parent- 
al dedication. Infant-baptiſm will then be a ſtand- 
ing and viſible teſtimony, that the parent dedicates, 
and gives up his child, to God, as he does all his 
other intereſt and property—houſes, lands, and 
whatever elſe he poſſeſſes. The duty toward the 
child, which may flow from this dedication, may be 
different, in many reſpects, from what it will be, 
toward other poſſeſſions; and this, on account of 
the different nature of the objects. The parent will 
not owe, nor can he perform, all the ſame duties, 
to the brutal part of his poſſeſſions, which will be 
due to his children, But, after all, the baptiſm of 
an infant, however faithfully the parental duty con- 
nected with it be performed, was never deſigned to 
give, to the parent, any more aſſurance that God 
will bleſs his child, than God now gives, in the 
covenant of grace, that he will bleſs the believer, in 
his baſket and in his ſtore, and that he will make 
his cattle and his fields fruitful. Notwithſtanding 
every thing, which is ſaid in the holy ſcriptures, of 
God's peculiar favor to the righteous—ot bleſſings 
on their ſeed—of their ſeed being known and diſtin- 
guiſhed as the ſeed and offspring of the righteous— 
of their being holy, while that of others is unclean 
and, of their being of the kingdom of God: Yet, 
after all, the children of believers, even of ſuch as 
are moſt eminently pious, and moſt diſtinguiſhing 

faithful in the performance of parental duty, are le 

as perfectly at uncovenanted mercy, as the children 
of open infidels and heathen. Nor was it the de- 
ſign of God, to give any more aſſurance to the moſt 
faithful, humble, and pious parent, of ſaving bleſ- 
ſings for his child, on any condition whatever to be 
performed by the parent, than there is, that he will 
beſtow ſaving blellings upon the children of prot- 
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ligates and infidels: Nor does God mean, by any 
thing which is faid in his holy word, to miniſter 
any more ground of aſſured hope, that the children 
of pious people ſhall be ſaved, however cordially 
given up to him, and faithfully brought up in the 
nurture and admonition of the Lord; than is given 
to the moſt careleſs and impious parent, that his 
iniquities, though he has trained up his children in 
the ways of ſin and ſatan, ſhall not be viſited upon 
them, and be the occaſion of their final ruin. 
But, if infant baptiſm be the ſeal of a covenant of 
promiſe on God's part, to the believing parent, 
which .comprehends his child with him, on con- 
ditions to be complied with by the parent; it will, 
then, appear to be ſomething more, yea, much 
more, than a ſeal of mere parental dedication. It 
will appear to be a ſeal, on the part of God, that 
the bleflings of that covenant of promiſe, on the pa- 
rent's compliance with the conditions it preſcribes, 

Mall certainly be conferred on the child. 
his, it is apprehended, is the true, and the only 
int of preſent controverſy, on the ſubject of in- 

t-baptiſm, N ä 
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SECTION U. 
On the meaning and import of the z1Tx of Circumciſion. 


A S it is admitted that baptiſm, under the preſ- 
L ent diſpenſation, takes the place of circum- 
cifion, under the former; and, that the authority 
for adminiſtering it to the infant-ſeed of believers, 
is derived principally from the command originally 
given, to Abraham, to circumciſe his male chil- 
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dren; the true meaning and import of each of theſe 


rites, though differing in mode and form, muſt be 
one and the ſame. If the holy ſcriptures decide, 
with ſufhcient preciſion and clearneſs, the real de- 
ſign and meaning of the ſeal of circumciſion; the 
true meaning and import of the chriſtian baptiſm 
will appear, with equal clearneſs. This being the 
caſe, it will eaſily be ſeen, that we ſhall not be able 
to determine, with any degree of certainty, whether 
infant-baptiſm be the ſeal of a covenant, on the part 
of God; or, whether it be nothing more, in its o- 
riginal deſign, than a divinely inſtituted mark of 
parental dedication ; without underſtanding the 
true meaning and import of the rite of circum- 
ciſion. 776 

Mr. Strong ſays, in a note, p. 74 of his ſecond 
inquiry, that * the preſent inquiry does not eſſen- 
* tially depend on its being determined, whether 
* circumciſion were a ſeal, on the part of God and 
e parents, or on the part of parents only.” But, when 
it is admitted that circumciſfion was originally in- 
ſtituted as the feal of a covenant, it muſt, certainly, 
be of primary importance to the preſent controver- 
ſy, to be able to determine of what, and of whoſe 
covenant it was, that circumciſion was a ſeal. A 
covenant implies two, or more, parties, and mutual 
engagements. A ſeal, is an inſtituted ſign, or to- 
ken and teſtimony of thoſe engagements. It can- 
not, therefore, be juſtly ſaid, not to be eſſential to 
the © preſent controverſy, that it be determined 
whether circumciſion were originally inſtituted as a 
ſeal on the part of God, as well as of parents; or, 
whether it were deſigned as a ſeal on the part of 
parents only. 

The only ſubje& of the preſent debate, is, wheth- 
er infant-baptiſm be ſimply a mark of parental dedi- 
cation ; or, whether it be a'ſeal, on the part of God, 
of a covenant of promiſe. If circumciſion, in its ori- 
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ginal inſtitution, were deſigned to be a mark or ſeal, 
only on the part of the parent, it will be manifeſt 
that it witneſſed only parental engagements. If in- 
fant-circumciſion were a witneſs of nothing more 
than the parent's engagements reſpecting his child, 
it is clearly decided that it was nothing more than a 
mark of parental dedication. If the parent only cove- 
nanted reſpecting the child, the circumciſion of the 
child could be only a mark of the parent's covenant- 
engagements. On the other hand, 

If circumcifion were a ſeal on the part of God, it 
muſt have been the ſeal of a covenant on his part. If 
infant-circumciſion were God's /eal, the ſeal of God's 
covenant ; this decides, with an equal degree of clear- 
neſs, that it was ſomething more than a mere mark 
of parental dedication :—Even that it was a mark of 
covenant-engagements on the part of God. What 
thoſe engagements were, on the part of the Deity, 
we can learn only from the covenant itſelf, to which 
he directed his ſeal to be ſet. 

In the note above referred to, it is urged that 
circumciſion, as a ſeal of the covenant, reſpected 
man only.“ As it reſpected adults, it is faid inthe 
text, p. 74, 75, that it © was a ſign and ſeal of the 
<« ſubject's faith and compliance with the covenant.” 
The firſt argument, which is urged in ſupport of 
this poſition, is, that man only was aclive in the appli- 
cation of the ſeal. It is [aid that © the rain-bow in the 
<« heavens, waz properly God's ſeal of the covenant : 
<* Becauſe it was ſomething which he performed, in 
* teſtimony of the truth, or in confirmation of the 


lt is conceded, p. 73, of the © Inquiry” before us, that the 
circumciſion of the parent © was God's teal of the ſubject's title to 
eternal life.“ But if by this be meant, that it was a ſeal of Goa: 
promiſe to beſtow eternal life upon the ſubje ; the conceſſion is not 
only inconſiſtent with the argument urged in the note, but ſubver- 
live, as is apprehended, of the ſentiment, that infant-baptiſm is 
2 a mark of parental dedicaiion. This may appear in the ſe- 
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* declaration he had made, not to deluge the earth 
„ again. But circumciſion was performed by man, 
jn confirmation, or as a token of his comphance 
&« with the covenant,” All the reaſon, which is 
here ſuggeſted, in ſupport of the opinion that cir- 
cumciſion was not a ſeal on the part of God, is, that 
it was not performed miraculouſty, or by the imme. 
diate act of God. It is true that man only was ac- 
tive in applying the ſeal. But it is equally true that 
it was a ſeal of a covenant, which promiſes its bleſ- 
ſings to man, upon his compliance with the terms 
it propoſes. When God has inſtituted a ſeal of his 
covenant, which, on man's acceding to the terms of 
it, becomes mutual; though man only be active in 
the applieation of it, it will not by any juſt rules of 
reaſoning, from thence follow, that it is not as much 
a ſeal, on God's part, to the promiſes of the covenant, 
as it is on man's, to do the duties which the covenant 
requires. 
But it is ſaid, further, “ that the Deity had, by 
*© molt poſitive declarations, bound himſelf to be the 
God of Abraham and his believing feed; on the 
condition of their keeping covenant—that, as 
* to God's keeping covenant, it did not admit of a 
© queſtioa : But there needed ſome teft, or mark 
* of the faithfulneſs, or covenant engagements of 
© men.” But is it not true, that God had bound 
himfelf, by my/# poſitive declaration; tu Noah, that there 
ſhould no more be a flood to deſtroy the earth? 
And, as to God's keeping covenant in this inſtance, 
it no more admitted of a queſtion, than in the other. 
Are we hence to inter, that the rain-bow, as a ſeal of 
God's covenant of promiſe, was unneceſſary and 
uſeleſs? If the wiſdom and goodneſs of God direct- 
ed, that there ſhould be a ſeal, on his part, of his 
faithfalneſs to his promiſe in one inſtance, why 
might not the ſame wiſdom and goodneſs direct; that 
there ſhould be a ſeal, of a ſimilar import, in another? 
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Bat this is not all:. To infer, from the unqueſtion- 
ablenejs of God's keeping covenant, that circumciſion 
could not have been a ſeal on the part of God, will 
render other inſtances of the divine condeſcenſion, 
towards his people, utterly unintelligible and uſe- 
| lefs i=Particularly, his oath to Abraham. The apof- 
tle fays, © when God made promiſe to Abraham, 
„ becaufe he could fwear by no greater, he ſwore 
„ by himfelf.—Wherein God willing more abundant- 
« ly to ſhow unto the heirs of promiſe the immutability of 
Hit counſel, confirmed it by an oath. That by mw 
&« immutable things, in which it was impoſſible for God 
« to lie,” believers might have © a frong conſolation.” 
Heb. vi. 13, 17, 18. But before this oath was made, 
God had bound himfelf to Abraham by met pejitive 
declarations : And, as to God's keeping his promiſe, 
it did not admit of a queſtion. Where, then, on the 
principle upon which it is urged that circumciſion 
was not a ſeal on the part of God, was there any need 
of this oath? And, how could this, more abundantly 
ſhow the immutability of God's counſel, and in- 
creaſe the believer's conſolation ? | 

But it is faid “ that the ſcriptures teach, with 
great explicitneſs, that circumciſion, as a fign of 
& the covenant, was wholly on the part of man.” This, 
it is ſaid, particularly appears from Gen. xvii. 9, 11. 
But this is not admitted: For, of circumciſion, 
God ſays, ver. 10. This is my covenant, which ye 
* ſhall keep between me and you; plainly intimating 
himſelf to be a party in the covenant, equally with 
Abraham. And as the covenant is mutual, there is, 
every way, as much reaſon to ſuppoſe, that the ſeal 
of it reſpected one party, as the other—that circum- 
ciſion, which God ſtiles his covenant, was a ſeal on 
his part, as on Abraham's. The conſtruction, there- 
fore, which makes it a ſeal only on the part of man, 
muſt be wholly arbitrary. 
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But more particular attention will be paid to the 
next paſſage of ſcripture, which is urged in ſupport 
of an hypotheſis, perhaps never before adopted. 
The paſſage is this, Rom. iv. 11. in which the apoſ- 
tle ſays, that Abraham © received the ſign of circum- 
& ciſion, a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of the faith which 
he had yet being uncircumciſed.” It is ſaid that 
the apoſtle here evidently conſiders circumciſion, as 
a ſeal of the covenant, as having a ſole reſpect to 
Abraham. A careful attention to the paſſage will, 
however, lead to a different concluſion, For, 

1. The phraſe, the righteouſneſs of faith, as it is 
ound in the new teſtament, is never made uſe of to 
eſcribe, either the character, or the duty, of the 

ſubject of faith; but always, to expreſs the bleſſing, 
the privilege to which believers are entitled. It 
means the fame as juſtifying righteouſneſs ; or, that 
righteouſneſs, the benefits of which are apprehended 


faith. Accordingly we find that, by this ſame apoſ- 


tle, it is oppoſed 7o the righteouſneſs which is of the 
law. Rom. x. 5—9. Galat. iii. 6. and Philip. iii. . 
Nor is there want of evidence, from the chapter, 
and even the verſe in which the paſſage under con- 
fideration 1s contained, that this is th 


c received the ſign of circumciſiqn, a ſeal of the 
<« righteouſneſs X the faith which he had yet being 
e uncircumciſed : That he might de the father of 
all them that believe, though they be not circum- 
„ ciſed : That righteouſneſs might be imputed unto them 
«* alſo.” The righteouſneſs of faith, therefore, is 
that righteouſneſs, which is imputed to thoſe wwho believe, 
er have faith. Abraham received circumciſion, a 
ſeal of this righteouſneſs : His faith was imputed to 
him for righteouſneſs. The righteouſneſs of faith, 
therefore, Abraham neither had, nor poſlibly could 
have, authority to /ca/ to himſelf. As God alone 
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could confer this righteouſneſs, he alone had a right 
to ſcal the promiſe of it. 

Beſides; it would have been impertinent to the 
apoſtle's argument, to ſpeak, either of Abraham's 
covenant-engagements, or of a ſal of ſuch engage- 
ments. He is here treating on the ſubject of i- 


fication, and proving that it is by faith, and not by 


the works of the law. He brings the inſtance of 
Abraham in proof ; and ſhows that he was juſtified 
by faith: And, then ſays that he received circum- 
ciſion, a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith ; that is, 
of that righteouſneſs which was imputed unto him, 
upon his believing. It would have been nothing to 
the purpoſe of the apoſtle's argument, to ſay that 
Abraham had, him/elf, ſet a ſeal, his own ſeal, ei- 
ther to the ſincerity of his faith, or to his engage- 
ments to keep covenant with God, Suppoſing he 
did, yet what inſtruction would that have given, re- 
Ipecting the ſcripture- dectrine of juſlification ? How 
would this prove, either that Abraham was juſtified 
by faith, or that other ungodly men are to be juſti- 
fied, not by the works of the law, but by faith? 
Therefore the apoſtle adds, For the promiſe that he 
* ſhould be the heir of the world, was not to Abra- 
ham, or to his ſeed, through the law, but through 
* the righteouſneſs of faith.” The righteouſneſs, 
through which Abraham was to heir the world, was 
that righteouſneſs, which was fealed, in circumciſion. 
It God eſto that righteouſneſs, that is, the bleſ- 
ſing of his being the heir of the world, by promiſe, 
and of mere grace; the ſeal, which Abraham receiv- 
ed, of this righteouſneſs, muſt have been a ſeal on 
Ged*s part, confirming, to Abraham, the promiſe. 
2. It circumciſion were not a ſeal, on the part 
of God, of his covenant of promiſe, the mode of 
expreſſion, in the paſſage before us, will naturally 
lead us to view it, as Abraham's own ſeal of the pu- 


rity and ſincerity of his faith. The righteouſneſs of faith, 
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ii it do not denote a bleſling and gift of God, mult 


mean the uprightneſs, or ſincerity of faith. But it 
is hard to be believed, that God ever called Abra- 


ham, or any other man, to be /ach @ voucher of his 
aun rightequſne/s. When there were mutual en- 
gagements, between God and Abraham, jt is, eve 

way, reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the ſeal, whi 

God appointed, reſpected as much his own promiſe, 
as that of Abraham. And, the obſervations, which 
have been now made, on the paſſage under conſide- 
ration, it is apprehended, render it ſuficzently clear, 
that circumciſion was the ſeal of God's promiſe to 
Abraham, of the bleſſings of his gracious covenant. 
And whether the infant, to be circumciſed, had any 


. perſonal title to the bleſſings of the covenant, or 


not; the circumciſion, of both Abraham and his 
ſeed, was God's ſeal of that covenant, in which he 
promiſed, to Abraham, to be a God to him, and to 
his ſeed after him, in their generations. 

The commiſſion, which Chriſt gave his apoſtles, 


to baptize, in the name of the Father, and of the 


Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, plainly ſuppoſes bap- 
tien, alſo, to be a ſeal on the part of God. The man- 
ner of expreſſion implies, that this ſeal was to be ad- 
miniſtered by the immediate authority of the Head 
of the church : And that they who are authoriſed 
to baptize, in this venerable name, act by an author- 
Ky delegated by Chriſt. The right to adminiſter 
this ſeal, appears to be peculiar to the ambaſladors 
of Chriſt : As che right of ſetting the king's ſeal, 
to any inſtrument, is peculiar to the king's miniſter, 
And if baptiſm be God's ſeal of that righteouſneſs, 
which is apprehended by faith; the parent has no 
more right to uſe it merely as a ſeal of dedicatin 
tus children to God, than one, who bas a peo) 
Hon, under the king's great ſeal, has, to make uſe 
of this ſame ſeal, as a mark of dedicating his fon to 
the king's ſervice. 
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With this idea, of the nature and uſe of divinely 
inſtituted ſeals, correſponds the repreſentation, giv- 
en by St. John, of ſealing the ſervants of God. He 
tells us, Rev. vii. 2, 3. And I ſaw another angel 
« aſcending from the eaſt, having /e ſeal of the liv- 
% ing God And he cried with a loud voice to the 
« four angels, to whom it was given to hurt the 
<« earth and the ſea, ſaying, hurt not the earth, nei- 
<« ther the ſea, nor the trees, till we have ſealed the 
&« ſervants of cur God in their forcheads.”” This ſeal- 
ing is generally underſtood, by divines, and that 


With good reaſon, to be the chriſtian baptiſm. And 


this ſeal was ſet on the ſervants of God, by an an- 
gel, perhaps the angel of the covenant, as a mark of 
diſtinction, that they might be exempted from thoſe 
evils and judgments, which were denoted by the 
four winds blowing on the earth, the ſea, and the 
trees; and, not as a ſign, or ſeal, that theſe ſervants 
of God had dedicated themſelves to him. 7 

In the ſame light is the ſubject repreſented by the 
prophet. He tells us, Ezek. ix. 4, 5. And the 
Lord faid unto him, (to an angel,) go through 
the midſt of the city, through the midſt of Jeru- 
* falem, and /et a mark upon the foreheads of the 
men that ſigh, and cry for all the abominations 
„that be done in the midſt thereof. And to the 
others he ſaid in mine hearing, go ye after him 
through the city, and ſmite: Let not your eye 
< ſpare, neither have ye pity.” 2: 

Here the mark, it is manifeſt, was God's mark of 
diſtinction, in their favor: As God only had a right 
to exempt them from the deſtruction, which he was 
bringing upon others. 

A few more rewarks ſhall cloſe our obſervations 
on the nature and import of ſeals, as they reſpect 
the preſent controverſy. 

It is faid, in the © Inquiry” before us, p. 105, 

C 
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« Seals are not uſed, ſolely, to make over and con- 
firm bleſſings ; but they are uſed, alſo, to indi- 
„ eate and mark property. The huſbandman ſets 
* his ſeal, or mark, upon the horns of his oxen, 
and the hoofs of his horſes ; not to confirm them 
«* as the property of another, but as a mark of 
their being his property. The merchant ſets his 
«* feal on his goods, to denote that they belong to 
* him. From this uſe of ſeals there appears a pro- 
« priety in God's directing his fea! to be placed on 
the children of believers; for they are God's 
* not merely by creation, but they are dedicated 
« and conſecrated to his ſervice.” Cart] 
'On this paſſage we remark, 
t. That the real import and ſignificancy of di- 
|: vinely inſtituted ſeals,” cannot be collected, in an 
\ | ry es from {ow uſe which mankind make 00 
| feals, in the common tranſactions and buſineſs of 
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life. Suppoſing men mark, or ſeal their property, 
f not to make over and confirm it to others, it will, 
| by no means, thence follow, that the ſeal of agracious 
| covenant inſtituted by the Deity, was not deſigned 
| | as a token, or mark, confirming the bleſſings of that 
'F covenant to him, on whom God directs the ſeal to 
| | be ſet. The nature and import of divinely inſtitut- 
It | ed ſeals, are to be learnt altogether from the holy 
i | ſcriptures ; and, not at all, from the various uſes, 
| which men make of marks and ſeals. | 
| 2. What is here ſaid teaches us to conſider bap- 
tiſm, even the baptiſm of infants, as God's ſeal placed 
on the ſubject. If God directs his ſeal to be ſet on 
the infant-ſeed of believers, in token of the property 
he has in them, both by creation, and the conlecra- 
tion their parents have made of them to his ſervice ; 
it is manifeſt that mfant-baptiſm is ſomething more 
ll. than merely a mark of parental dedication. That 
. God ſhould direct his ſeal to be ſet upon them, as a 
1 token of the property he has in them by creation, is 
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19 
what ne one will readily believe: —For he has no 
other property, on this account, in the children of 
believers, than he has in all other children. This 
reaſon for baptizing the children of believers, would 
be equally a reaſon for ſetting the ca Gd on all 
other children; yea, and on every thing elle. 

The propriety of baptizing the children of be- 
lievers, therefore, mult ariſe from their being dedi- 
cated and conſecrated to the ſervice of God, by 
their parents. And God's ſeal, by which they are 
diſtinguiſhed from all others, can be a ſeal, only of 
the peculiar property, which God has, in ſuch chil- 
dren, by their being given up to him, in covenant, 
by believing parents. And if God diſtinguiſhes 
ſuch children from all others, by directing the ſeal 
of his new covenant to be ſet upon them ; it would 
be no more than natural and rational to ſuppoſe 
that, in mercy to parents, who ſincerely give up 
their children to God, the mark of diſtinction ſet 
upon them, is a mark diſtinction in their favor. The 
propriety of baptizing ſuch children, the reader will 
obſerve, is urged, from the conſideration of the 
property, which God has in them, by creation, and by 
their being dedicated and conſecrated to him, by believing 
parents. The firſt of theſe, every one will fee, can 
be no reaſon at all for baptizing infants. The pro- 
priety of ſetting God's ſeal upon the infant- ſeed of 
believers, muſt ariſe, therefore, wholly from the 
property, which God has, in them, on account of 
their being dedicated and conſecrated to his ſervice. 
It God, for this reaſon, direct his ſeal to be ſet on the 
children of believers, it muſt be becauſe they are to 
be a peculiar treaſure to him. We know of no other 
way than this, in which the Deity has any prop- 
erty in one thing, more than in another, But, in 
this way, God graciouſly condeſcends to repreſent 
himſelf as having peculiar and diſtinguiſhing proper. 
ty in his people. Thus he addrefled the people of 
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Ifrael, after he had brought them out of Egypt, © 


Exod. xix. 5, 6. * Now therefore, if ye will obey 
* my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then 
Hall be a peculiar treaſure unto me above all people: 
for all the earth is mine. And ye ſhall be unto 
I me, a kingdom of prieſts, and an holy nation.” 
Such as are God's property in à peculiar manner, he 
conſiders as his jewels : And, of thoſe who fear him, 
it is ſaid, Malachi, iii. 17. And they ſhall be mine, 
faith the Lord of hoſts, in the day when I make 
© up my jewels.” | 

To ſuch an idea as this, of the propriety of admin- 
iſtering baptiſm to the infant-ſeed of believers, and 
placing God's ſeal upon them, no objection will be 
made. But every ſuggeſtion, that the Deity directs 
his ſeal to be ſet on children dedicated to him, for a 
reaſon in any meaſure ſimilar to that, for which he 
huſbandman ſets his ſeal, or mark, upon the horns of his 
oxen, and the hoofs of his harſes, muſt be without 
ſufficient foundation. 

Such arguments have now been produced in 
proof that circumciſion was originally inſtituted as a 
ſeal, on the part of God, to his covenant of promiſe, as 
well as on the part of man, to his compliance with the 
propoſals of this covenant, as, it is apprehended, 
muſt carry conviction to the candid mind. The 
holy ſcriptures, as well as the reaſon of the thing, 
clearly decide, that it was the ſeal of God. Nor 1s 
there the leaſt evidence, either from the word of 
God, or from any other conſideration, that cir- 
cumciſion was ordained, merely as a mark, or to- 
ken, either of perſonal, or of parental engagements. 

And, as baptiſm, as a ſeal of the covenant of grace, 
takes the place, under the preſent diſpenſation, of 
circumciſion under the former ; the arguments, which 
prove circumciſion to have been a ſeal on the part 
God, it is preſumed, will be admitted as proof, alſo, 
that the rite of baptiſm is of the /ame import, If cir- 
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cumciſion were, heretofore, a ſeal, on the part of 
God, to his covenant of promiſe; the chriſtian bap- 
tiſm is, now, to be conſidered in the ſame light. | 
The reader will readily diſcern, that an inveſtiga- ' 
tion of the true import of the rite of baptiſm, is of 
the utmoſt importance, in deciding juſtly upon the 
controverſy before us. If it be indeed, as Mr. Strong 
inſiſts, that the chriſtian-baptiſm is a ſeal only on the 
part of man—if it be nothing more than a mark of 
ſonal, and parental engagements ; the conclufion 
is obvious, that neither adult, nor infant-baptiſm, 

1 are any thing more than a mark of perſonal, and 
parental dedication. Only let proof be produced, b 
that this ſolely is the true and proper import of the : 

3 rite of baptiſm ; there will be little room left, for 
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E. any one to urge, that infants are to be baptized, be- 
* cauſe they are comprehended, with their believing 
7 parent, in God's gracious covenant of promiſe. 

70 But, on the other hand, if baptiſm be à ſeal 
Cad, to his own covenant of promiſe, it will be difficult 
3 for us to diſcover a reaſon, why the Deity ſhould 


3 1 direct it to be ſet on any, who are not comprehended 
* in the promiſe. To ſay the leaſt, infant-baptiſm will 
1 appear to be ſomething more, than merely a mark 
* of parental dedication. 


SECTION III. 
In which it is inquired vuby abe. cal of God's covenant 


4 of promiſe is directed to be ſet on the infant. ſeed of be- 
+ lievers. | 

2 obſervations, which were mide in the pre- 
. ceding ſection, ſufficiently evince that circum- 
3 cifion was inſtituted as a ſeal of God's gracious cov. 
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enant of promiſe— that it was a ſeal, on the part of 
God, confirming and ſecuring the bleſſings of that 
covenant to him, who embraced it. The chriſtian- 
. baptiſm, we have ſufſicient reaſon to conclude, was 
inſtituted with the ſame deſign, and for the ſame 
purpoſe. Neither circumciſion heretofore, nor 
_ baptiſm under the goſpel-diſpenſation, were to be 
- adminiſtered to any adults, excepting ſuch as ap- 
"peared to embrace the covenant. To theſe indiſ- 
erximinately, circumciſion heretofore was the ſame 
ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, as it originally was 
to Abraham. And, to all, who now embrace God's 

2 new and gracious covenant, baptiſm is equally God's 
ſeal of the righteouſneſs of their faith, and of their 
ſure title to all the bleſſings of the covenant of grace. 
Therefore the apoſtle ſays, Gal. iti. 27, 29. For 
as many of you as have been baptized into Chriſt, 
hade put on Chriſt : And if ye be Chriſt's, then are 

ye Abraham's leed, and heirs according to the prom- 
.«, 2. 
is is conceded, on each fide of the preſent contro- 
verſy, that, as the infant-ſeed of believers wert to be 
circumciſed, under the former diſpenſation ; fo, the 
-infants of believers, under the preſent, are to be bap- 
tized. Whether infants were heretofore to be cir- 
cumciſed, and are now to be baptized, becauſe they 
are comprehended in the covenant with their believ- 
ing parents—whether they are to have the ſeal of 
God's covenant of promſe ſet upon them, becauſe 
they are included in the promite of that covenant 
is a point, on the deciſion of which, the preſent con- 
troverſy entirely depends. B 
It will readily be confeſſed, by. all the candid and 
judicious, that the import of the ſeal of the covenant, 
as it reſpects infants, is to be diſcovered no where 
but in the holy ſcriptures. Nothing, in this cafe, is 
left to human conjecture. The ſcriptures, and they 
alone, are to decide why, the ſeal of God's gracious 
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covenant of promiſe, is to be ſet on the children of 
believing parents. Here, then, we obſerve, 

1. There is, no where in the holy ſcriptures, the 
leaſt intimation, that the ſcal of the covenant, when 
ſet on the infant-ſeed of believers, is not a diſtin- 

iſhing mark of the /ubje#'s being comprehended 
in the promiſe of the covenant, as really and truly as 
when ſet upon an adult. There is but one account 
given in the holy ſcriptures, of the import of the 
feal, as it relates to the covenant on the part of God. 
There is not the leaſt: intimation that the ſeal, as a 
ſeal of a covenant on the part of God, reſpetts the 
believing parent in one light, and the child, who is 
given up to him in faith, in another, infinitely different 
from it. It, to the one, it is defigned to be the ſeal 
of a promiſe, on the part of the Deity, that the Lord 
will be his God; but to the other, the ſeal of no 
promiſe of any good, or bleſſing whatever; it might 
rationally have been expected, that ſo material and 
eſſential a difference, with reſpect to the deſign and 
import of a ſeal, ſo important in the chriſtian inſti- 
tution, would have been, in ſome way, noted and 
marked out to us, in the word of God. Inſtead of 
this, there 1s not the leaſt hint given, in the word of 
God, that the rite is not deſigned to be the ſeal of a 
promiſe, that the Lord will be à God to the ſubject, 
in one caſe, as well as the other. 

2. It appears, from the words of the covenant, 
which God entered into with Abraham, when cir- 
cumciſion was inſtituted, that the ſeal of the cove- 
nant was to be ſet on he child, as well as on the pa- 
rent, becauſe both parent and child, were included in the 
promiſe of the covenant. A little attention to the 
words, the terms, in which the covenant of promiſe is 
conceived, will be ſuffictent torevince this. God ſaid, 
l will eſtabliſh my covenant between me and thee, 
and thy ſeed after thee, in their generations, for 
* aneverlaſting covenant ; to be a God unto thee, 
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c and to thy ſeed after thee. . And I will give unto, 
te thee, and to thy ſeed after thee, the land wherein 


thou art a ſtranger, all the land of Canaan, for 


an everlaſting poſſeſſion; and I will be their God. 


« And God ſaid unto Abraham, Thou ſhalt keep 
my covenant therefore, thou and thy ſeed after 
e thee, in their . ("By — This is my covenant, 
„ which ye ſhall keep between me, and you, and 
thy ſeed after thee ; every man- child among you 
« ſhall be circumciſed.” Gen. xvii. 7—10. Here 


we have the original inſtitution of circumciſion ; 


which has already been proved to have been a ſeal, 


on the part of God, of his gracious covenant of 


promiſe. And, though Abraham underſtood, and 


that juſtly, that he was required to circumciſe him- 
ſelf, it is obſervable that the terms of the covenant. 


are much more explicit, with reſpect to the circum- 
ciſion of the infant-ſeed. The ſeed to be circum- 


ciſed is the ſame as that, to which the land of Ca- 


naan was promiſed, for an everlaſting poſſeſſion: To 
this ſeed the Lord ſaid he would be a God. To 
this pronuſe was circumciſion a ſeal, and that on the 
part of God. As a mark, or token, of this divine 
promiſe, it was that Abraham was required to cir- 
cumciſe, both himſelf, and his ſeed. The promiſe 
of the covenant made no diſtinction between Abra- 
ham, and his ſeed : And, in regard of the ſeal of 
it, there was to be no diſtinction. The latter were 
to wear the ſeal, as well as the former; being as 
truly comprehended in the covenant of promiſe. 
The promiſe was, I will be a God to thee, and 10 thy 


feed : The command was, therefore, every man- 


child among you ſhall be circumciſed. The reaſon 
aſſigned for the circumciſion of, both parent, and 
child, is the ſame : And this is, that the promiſe of 
that covenant, of which circumciſion was the ſeal, 
included the child, with the parent, Becauſe the 
Lord had promiſed to be a God to Abraham, and 
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to his ſeed, Abraham was required to circumciſe, 
both himſelf, and his feed. There is not the leaſt 
ground for limiting the rea/on here given, for cir- 
cumciſion, to the promiſe ſimply that the Lord 
would be a God to the parent. Such a limitation 
muſt be perfectly unfounded and arbitrary. The 
reaſon, which God himſelf gives, for ſetting the ſeal 
on, beth Abraham, and his ſeed, is, that both were 
embraced by the covenant of promiſe. 

As the covenant, which God eſtabliſhed with A- 
braham, when circumciſion was inſtituted, did not 
reſpect ſimply this father of the faithful; but, was 
to extend to future generations, and be an everlaſt- 
ing covenant ;z we can ſee the propriety, and import- 
ance of very explicit directions with reſpect to the 
circumciſion of the ſeed. For, by this rite was God's 
covenant tranſmitted and renewed on his part, and 
received and recogniſed by the people of Iſrael, in 
every ſucceſſive generation. In this way was the 
covenant to be tranſmitted, from one generation to 
another, that it might be a perpetual covenant with 
Abraham, and with his ſeed after him, in all future 
generations. By this mark were they ſeparated and 
diſtinguiſhed from all other people : And, by this, 
deſignated as the ee of God, a holy 
nation. Therefore it is that we find the terms cir- 
cumciſed and uncircumciſed uſed ſynonymouſly with 
holy and unclean. To the people of Iſrael God thus 
addrefles himſelf, by the prophet, Ifai. lii. 1. A- 
« wake, awake, put on ſtrength, O Zion, put on 
* thy beautiful garments, O Jeruſalem, the holy 
* city: For henceforth there ſhall no more come 
* into thee the uncircumciſed and the unclean.“ 
God likewiſe directed his people, Levit. xix. 23, 
24. © And when ye ſhall come into the land, and 
* ſhall have planted all manner of trees for food; 
then ye ſhall count the fruit thereof as uncircum- 
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© </ed : three years ſhall it be uncircumciſed unto 
8 * you ; it ſhall not be eaten of. But in the fourth 


year all the fruit thereof ſhall be holy to praiſe 


« the Lord.” 

As it was ſtrictly required that every man-child 
ſhould be circumciſed, God ſtiles circumciſion his 
covenant in the fleſh. And as it was a ſeal, on the 


part of God, of his covenant of promiſe, all both 


great and ſmall, who were circumciſed agrecably to 
divine inſtitution, were conſidered as comprehend- 
ed in this covenant. Therefore is it added, And 
* the uncircumciſed man- child, whoſe fleſh of his 
« foreſkin is not circumciſed, that ſoul ſhall be cut 
. from his people: he hath broken my cove- 
© nant.” 

It is not to be a however, to notice that 
Mr. Strong ſuppoſes, that the exciſion, here ſpoken 
of, does not reſpect the child, but the parent, who 
neglects to circumciſe his child. And, there is re- 
ſpectable authority, he tells us, to ſupport ſuch a 
verſion of the text, as ſhall determine the breach of 
covenant, here ſpoken of to reſpect the parent. He 
lays, * As God had been revealing the duty of pa- 

© rents, in their ſucceſſive generations, to circum- 
< cile their children, as a token of their keeping 
* covenant, it would be an extraordinary mode of 
& arguing to infer from thence that, if the circum- 
« cifion of a child ſhould be neglected, the child 
„ would break covenant,” See II. Inquiry, p. 46, 
47. This obſervation, the intelligent reader will 
obſerve, derives its plauſibility of argument, from 
the aſſumption, that infant-circumciſion was no 
more than a mark, or ſeal of parental engagements, 
If the child tere not comprehended in the covenant of 
promiſe, on condition of the parent's fulfilling the 
duties required of him—if proviſion were not made in 
that covenant, which was to deſcend to future gene- 


rations, and be everlaſting, for the child to be joined 
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nto to the people of the Lord; it will be difficult, it is 


rth true, to ſee how the child ſnould be cut off from his 
uſe people, and excluded from a covenant, in which he 
: was never comprehended. But it ought to have 
11d been proved, that the circumciſion of the child was 
bit nothing more than a token of the parent's keeping 
the covenant, before it was from thence concluded, that 
th this neglect of parental duty and faithfulneſs did not, 
to neeeſſarily, according to the conſtitution of the an- 
d- cient church, leave the child out of the covenant, 
nd and ſeparate it from the congregation of God's 
nis people. 
ut As the covenant with Abraham, was with him 
e- and his ſeed after him; and was formed to be tranſ- 
mitted, by certain parental duties, to each ſucceſſive 
at generation; it is eaſy to ſee that the neglect of 
en theſe duties, in the riſen generation, would interrupt 
10 the ſucceſſion, and leave the riſing generation in the 
e- family of Abraham, as much out of covenant, as 


thoſe of any other family. Accordingly, we find it 
of aid, that the uncircumciſed man- child, whoſe fleth 
le &* of his foreſkin is not circumciſed, that ſoul ſhall 
2 & be cut off from his people.” And whatever hu- 
man authorities there may be for ſuppoſing the ex- 
ciſion here mentioned to relate only to the parent, 
there is the authority of every rule of grammatical 
conſtruction, for ſuppoſing that it certainly relates 
to the uncircumciſed man- child. God had juſt been l 
ing of circumciſion as his covenant in the fleſh ; 
and then plainly teaches that the child, who is not 
circumciſed, not having the covenant of God in his 
fleſh, ſhall be cut off and ſeparated from his people. 
The terms are explicit, that the uncircumciſed man. child 
ſhall be cut off from his people. Nor is it at all ſtrange, 
that God ſhould let parents know, that the extenſion 
of the covenant and its bleſſings to their poſterity, 
depended upon their faithful performanceof thecon- 
ditions required of them—that if they neglected the 
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duties required on their part, and did not circumciſe 
their children, God would vifit this iniquity upon 
their off5pring,and caſt them off from being his people. 

And it it be, as itis thought has been already ſut- 
ficiently proved, that circumciſion was originally 
inſtituted as a ſeal, on the part of God, of his cov- 
enant of promiſe—if this covenant of promiſe com- 
prehended both Abraham, and his ſeed—if the 
ſeal of it were to be ſet upon the child, as well as 
upon the parent, becauſebahwere included inthe promiſe 
of the covenant—and, finally, if by this act of parental 
duty, together with others naturally connected with 
it, the covenant was tranſmitted to poſterity, and 
each ſucceſſive generation owned and acknowledg- 
ed by God, as his covenant people: It will be mani. 
felt that, not only an uncirrumriſed man. child, but a 
whole generation, if uncircumciſed, muſt, acco 
to the tenor and conditions of the covenane;be cut 
and ſeparated from God, and caſt out of covenant. 

Before it can appear with any tolerable degree 
of evidence, that the exciſion ſpoken of, Gen. xvii. 

14, reſpects only the parent, and not che uncircum- 

ciſed man- child; it muſt be made evident that cir- 
cumciſion was not originally inſtituted as a ſeal on the 
part of God, of his covenant of promiſe that the 
child was not included with the parent in this cov- 
enant of promiſe—and, that the reaſon, for which 
infant · circumciſion was enjoined, on the awful pen- 
alty of being cut off from God's people, was not, 
that the covenant of promiſe comprehended the in- 
fant- ſeed. 
It cannot be made evident that circumciſion was 
not originally inſtituted as a ſeal on God's part, as 
truly as on man's, until ſufficient proof be produ- 
ced that the phraſe, the righteouſneſs of faith, as uſed 
in the holy ſcriptures, means only the ſincerity and 
purity of faith. And, when this ſhall appear to be 
the ſenſe of the phraſe, it will remain to be ſhewn 
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that ſome other righteouſneſs, beſides ſuch a righteouſneſs 
of faith, is neceſſary to the juſtification of a believer ; 
—which, it is apprehended cannot be eaſily done. 

In order that it may appear, that the child was 
not included in that covenant af promiſe, of which 
circumciſion was a ſeal, no arguments which have 
been produced reſpecting a ſpiritual ſeed ; nor, the 
fulleſt evidence that men muſt become holy and 
ſpiritual, before they can be poſſeſſed of any title to 
the promiſes of the covenant, will be of any avail. 
To take it for granted that the covenant does not 
include the natural feed, becauſe none can be ſaved, 


but ſuch as become fpiritual, is an aſſumption of the 


very point in debate : The thing contended for, 
being that, on the faithful performance of parental 
duty, this condition is ſecured by the covenant, to be 
wrought in the natural feed. Over and above eve- 
ry argument of this kind, in ſupport of the ſenti- 


ment that the natural ſeed was not included in the 


promiſe of the covenant ; it muſt be made evident, 
either that the natural ſeed, was not the ſeed to 
which God promiſed to give the land of Canaan for 
a. poſſeſſion ; or, that he did not promiſe to be the 
God of thoſe, to whom this good land was to be 
given. But the expreſs words of the promiſe, after 
the Lord had ſaid to Abraham that he would be a 
God to him, and to his ſeed after him, are, And 
I will give unto thee, and to thy ſeed after thee, 
5 the land in which thou art a ſtranger, all the land 
* of Canaan, for an everlaſting poſſeſſion ; and I 
6 will be their Ged. When theſe words can be ſo 
paraphraſed and criticiſed, as to exclude the natural 
ſeed from the promiſe, both that the land of Canaan 
ſhould be given them, and that the Lord would be 
their God ; it will, then, be admitted that the child. 
was not included, with the parent, in that covenant 
of promiſe, of which circumciſion was the ſeal. 

. In ſupport of the opinion, that the exciſion threat. 
enced for the neglect of circumciſing the child, re» 
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ſpected the parent only; it muſt appear that the 
child's being included in the covenant of promiſe, 
was not a reaſon why it was required to be circum- 
ciſed. But, from the previous obſervations, it is 
manifeſt that this cannot be made to appear. When 
God had made his promiſe to Abraham, that he 
would be a God to him, and to his ſeed after him 
even that ſeed to which he would give the land of 
Canaan ; he immediately adds, Thou ſhalt keep 
« my covenant therefore :''*—and this covenant was, 
that every man-child ſhould be circumciſed. The 
reaſon, which God himſelf here gives, for requiring 
the circumciſion of the child, is, his gracious cove- 
nant of promiſe, that he would be a God, not only 
to the parent, but alſo to the child. 

Theſe things being conſidered, it muſt be clear, 
that the uncircumciſed man- child was the object of the 
threatened exciſion. And it is hard to be ſeen how a 
child could be cut off, and ſeparated from the peo- 
ple of God, and excluded from the covenant of 
promiſe on account of its being uncircumciſed ; 
unleſs its circumciſion, according to divine appoint- 
ment, were a mark of its being included in that cov- 
enant of promiſe. 

If the reaſon why pious and believing parents 
were, heretofore, to circumciſe their infant-ſeed, was, 
that the promiſe, of which circumciſion was a ſeal, 
was that the Lord would be a God 7o the believer 
and his feed : the reaſon why the infant-ſeed of be- 
levers, under the preſent diſpenſation, are to be 
baptized, is that they are comprehended in the 
promiſe of this ſame covenant, together with their 
believing parents. It will be neceſſary, therefore, 
that we proeeed to enquire whether there be any ſuf- 
ficient authority to conclude that all the bleſſings, 
which were contained in that gracious covenant 
with Abraham, of which circumciſion was a ſeal, 
are ſecured to Gentile believers, and belong to the 
chriſtian church. 
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SECTION IV. 


In which it is inquired whether the promiſe of that cove- 
nant, which God e/tabliſhed with Abraham, that he 
would be a God to him, and to his feed after him be- 
long to believers under the chriſtian diſpenſation. , 


T appears, from the holy ſcriptures, that God's 
promiſe to Abraham, of which circumciſion was 
a ſeal, was not a peculiarity of the former di!penſa- 
tion; but, now exiits in its full force, and belongs to 
all, under the goſpel diſpenſation, who have the 
faith of Abraham. It would be natural to ſuppoſe, 
when that diſpenſation commenced, under which 
the church had ever been led to expect that divine 
ſpiritual influences would be more copious than they 
had been before; that the bleſſings of the Abrahamic 
covenant, inſtead of being diminiſhed, would be en- 
latged. Accordingly, be 2 
1. It was promiſed to the church of God under 
the former diſpenſation, that ſhe ſhould be enlarged 
by accefſions trom the Gentile nations, and that the 
Gentiles ſhould come to her light. As it was ſaid to 
Chriſt, © It is a light thing that thou ſhouldeſt be 
„my ſervant to raiſe up the tribes of Jacob, and 
& to reſtore the preſerved of Iſrael : I will alſo give 
* thee for a light to the Gentiles, that thou mayeſt 
* be my falvation to the end of the earth:“ So it 
was promiſed unto the church, under the former 
diſpenſation, that ſhe ſhould © break forth on the 
right hand and on the left; and that her ſeed 
& ſhould inherit the Gentiles, and make the deſo- 
“late cities to be inhabited.“ See Iſaiah xlix. 6, 
and liv. 3. Therefore it was ſaid to the ancient 
church, “ And the Gentiles ſhall come to thy light, 
and kings to the brightneſs of thy riſing Then 
„thou ſhalt ſee and flow together, and thine heart 
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ce ſhall fear, and be enlarged, becauſe the abun- 
« dance of the ſea ſhall be converted unto thee, and 
cc the forces of the Gentiles hall come unto thee.” 
Iſaiah Ix. 3, 5. Theſe encouraging and comforting 
promiſes were addrefled, it is to be obſerved, to the 
church, which was formed under the covenant eſ- 
tabliſhed with Abraham, and which had its exiſt- 
ence as a church by virtue of no othef covenant. 
This is the church, which is comforted with aſſu- 
rances that ſhe ſhall never be forſaken ; but, on the 
other hand, ſhall be preſerved and gloriouſly built 
up, and encreaſed and multiplied by Hs acceſſions 
from the Gentiles. The church built on the prom- 
iſe to Abraham, and formed under the covenant 
which was eſtabliſhed with him, was never to come 
to an end, but was to exiſt forever. And, though 
many of the natural ſeed of Abraham were to be 
cut off for their unbelief, their place in this church 
was to be ſupplied from among the Gentiles. Tho? 


the body of the Jewiſh nation were to be broken off, 


ſtill this church was to ſurvive every evil, and live 


forever. 2 
As a further evidence that the promiſe, which the 


Lord made to Abraham, that he would be a God 


to him, and to his ſeed after him, belongs to believ- 
ers under the goſpel-diſpenſation, it is to be obſer- 
ved, . 

2. That the Gentile church is now graffed into 
the ſtock, the true olive-tree, from which the Jews 
were broken off for unbelief. The apoſtle ſays to 
the Gentile chriſtians, © And if ſome of the branches 
5 be broken off, and thou being a wild olive-tree, 
« were grafted in amongſt them, and with them 
4 partakeſt of the root and fatneſs of the olive- tree.“ 
Rom. xi. 17. This paſlage plainly repreſents the 
chriſtian church as being eſtabliſhed upon the ſame 
foundation and principles, as thoſe upon which the 
Jewiſh, had been formerly built, By the olive-tree, 
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we can underſtand no other than that covenant with 
Abraham, of which circumciſion was the ſeal. By 
this covenant a foundation was laid for a church, 
in the family of Abraham. By this covenant onl 
it is that a church of God now exiſts on earth. It 
was this covenant, which was tranſmitted by cir- 
cumciſion, from Abraham, to his poſterity ; and, 
by theſe means, a church preferved among the Jews, 
until they finally and utterly rejected it, and were 
caſt off. The chriſtian-church partakes of the root 
and fatneſs of the olive-tree, which bore bleſſings to 
the ancient Jewiſh church, and upon which that 
church ſtood. The root and fatnels of the tree were 
ſuch, that they bore and produced bleſſings to the 
offspring, in conſequence of the faith, the piety, and 
the duty of the parent. #47 4:53 200 
As the covenant, which God eſtabliſhed. with 
Abraham when circumciſion. was inſtituted, is an 
everlaſting covenant ; and, is the only covenant- un 
which a foundation is laid for a church of God to 
exiſt, from that time forward, to the end of the 
world: — And as, upon the Jews rejecting this cov- 
enant, the bleſſings of it are extended to believing 
Gentiles; and they are graffed in, where the Jews 
were broken off, and partake of the root and ſatneſs 
of the tree, which bore the Jewiſh church : It muſt 
be manifeſt that the chriſtian church ſhares in all 
the privileges and bleſſings, which were contained 
in the promiſes of this covenant, as eſtabliſhed with 
Abraham, the father of the faithful. Abraham re- 
ceived circumciſion, a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 
faith; that he might be the father of all them. that be- 
lieve, though they be not circumciſed ; that righteouſ- 
neſs might be imputed unto them alſo : And e fa- 
ther of circumsiſion to them who are not of the cir- 
cumciſion only, but alſo walk in the fleps of that faith 
ef our father Abraham, which he had being yet uncir« 


: 
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cumriſed. Rom. iv. 11, 12. It ex. 
be the gracious deſign of God, that all the bleiſin 
of his covenant with Abraham ſhould be extended 
to believing Gentiles ; and, that they ſhould ſhare 
in every bleſſing and privitege of it, to as high a de» 
gree as they were enjoyed by the natural deſcend. 
ants from Abraham. God did not mean to diſtin 
guiſn the Jewiſh church, in point of privilege, above 
the Gentile : Nor did his covenant lay up more, or 

ter bleflings, for believers among the natural 

d of Abraham, than for thoſe among the Gen- 
tiles, who become his ſeed by faith. I is in virtue 
of the fame covenant, that the pious among the 
Jews were heretofore, and believers among the 
Gentiles are now, a church of the living God ; each 
having their place in that body, which is the fuk 
neſs of Chriſt, and being an eſſential part of it. 
And as it was one exceedingly valuable and im- 
portant part of this covenant, as eſtabliſned with 
Abraham, that it provided bleſſings for the natural 
feed, on certain duties and conditions to be perform - 
ed by the parent; there ean be no reaſon for ſup- 
poſing that the ebriftien church, now exiſting under 
this ſame covenant, is cut off from this part of the 
privileges, which were heretofore annexed to it, 
and enjoyed by the Jewiſh church. 

As it has been already proved, as is apprehended, 
that the promiſe to Abraham, of which cireumeiſ- 
jon was the ſeal, reſpected his natural ſeed ; and, 
that this ſeal was therefore to be ſet on the child; it 
elearly follows, from the preceding obſervations, 
that this promiſe was never deſi to be a pecul- 
rarity of the covenant as efabliſhed with Abraham; 
but, extends all the bleſſings and privileges contain- 
ed in it, to Gentile believers. ha 

Mr. Strong has largely confidered the promiſes of 
that eovenant, which was eſtabliſhed with Abraham 
when circumciſion was inſtituted. The whole of 
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the third ſection of his ſecond inquiry, &c. is taken 
up, on this ſubject. He has labored to prove that a 
omiſe of continuing a church in the family of A- 
raham, was no gſential part of the covenant of 
which was liſhed with him. Suppoſing 
iis ſhould be admitted, would it thence follow that, 
when the Lord promiſed to be a God to Abraham, 
and to his ſeed after him, that the aatura/ ſeed was 
not intended? Becauſe no promiſe was made to A- 
braham, which abſolutely ſecured the exiſtence of a 
church in his family, for any certain period, does it 
clearly follow that there was no promiſe to Abraham 
that, upon certain parental duties to be performed 
by him, the Lord would be a God to his child? Or, 
if the preſervation of a church among Abraham's 
natural deſcendants, was no gſentiai part of the cove 
enant of grace, can it from thence be certainly infer- 
red that the promiſe, I will be @ God to thee, and 10 
thy ſeed after thee, upon the conditions upon which 
it was made, was typical and but an appendage of that 
covenant ? 
There is ſufficient evidence, from the general ten- 
or of a variety of promiſes made to Abraham, that 
a true church ſhould be preſerved and perpetuated 
in his family. For this, proviron was made in that 
gracious covenant of promiſe, of which circumciſ- 
ion was the ſeal. But this covenant ſimply, gave 
no further aſſurance that a church ſhould be con- 
tinued in the line of Abraham, than naturally aroſe 
from the promiſe, that the Lord would be a God to 
his ſeed, on condition of his faithful performance 
of parental duties. 
Mr. Strung allows, p. 30. That the covenant, 
4 which God eſtabliſhed with Abraham, made pro» 
« <y/ion for gracious qualifications to be tranſmitted 
“from parent to child, ſo far as was neceſlary for 
the preſervation of a church,” &c. And, ſpeak» 
ing of the tranſactions, between God and Abraham, 
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at the time when circumciſion was inſtituted, he ſays 


p. 44- © Here, it is to be conſidered, God is intro- 
% ducing a new inſtitution ; and is teaching Abra- 
« ham the peculiar deſign of it. In the firſk place, 
* he informs Abraham, that it was not deſigned 
« merely for him; but that it was alſo defigned to 
extend to his ſeed, in their generations. That 
“is, his ſucceſſors, as they came upon the ſtage, muſt 
& alſo conform to the ſame inſtitution. e 
* enjoined it on Abraham and his ſeed, or ſucc 

*“ ſors, in their generations, to keep covenant, God 
proceeds to inform Abraham, what he and his 

6 ſeed, in their generations, mult do that they may 
f keep covenant,” And this was, as he juſtly ob- 
ſerves, the practice of circumciſion Wen to di- 
vine appointment. 

On theſe conceſſions, it will be nc to ene 

1. That the promiſe, made to Abraham, of which 
circumciſion was the ſeal, implied that, upon his 
faithful performance of the duties required on his 
part, gracious qualifications, or converting grace, 
ſhould be conferred on his child. If this were not 
the caſe, no proviſion was made for the preſervation 
of a church in the family of Abraham. It is admitted 
that it was requiſite to the ſupport of a church, in 
the way in which God ſecured its ſupport by promiſe 
to Abraham, that gracious qualifications ſhould be 
tranſmitted from parent to child. But if gracious qual- 
thcations had not been tranſmitted, from Abraham, 
to his immediate offspring, the church, which ex- 
iſted in his family would have been extind, even in 
the next generation, * 

2, It appears that God required the ae thing, 
the ſame conditions and duties, of every ſucceſſive 
parent, as he did of Abraham, in order to the preſ- 
ervation of a church and the tranſmiſſion of gracious 
qualifications, from parent to child. God informed 
Abraham, that the promiſe was not deſigned merely 


37 

for him ; but that it was deſigned to extend to his ſeed, 
in their generetions—that his ſucceſſors, in their genera- 
tions, muſt keep the ſame covenant, which wwas eſtabliſhed 
with Abraham. On this condition did the promiſe 
ſecure the preſervation of a church, among Abra- 
ham's natural deſcendants, for future generations. 
And, on no other condition than this, did the prom- 
iſe of that covenant, of which c:rcumecifion was a 
ſeal, ſecure the future exiſtence of a church. : 

3. It is, alfo, clearly admitted that the fulfilment 
of the promiſe, which was made to Abraham, that 
the Lord would be a God to him, and to his feed af- 
ter him, in their generations, was not ſuſpended up- 
on the fidelity of Abraham ſimply ; but, that it de- 
pended as much upon the faithfulneſs of his ſueceſ- 
ſors, in keeping covenant, as it did on the faithful- 
neſs of Abraham. It will not be pretended that 
this gracious promiſe ſecured the exiſtence of a 
church, by providing for the tranſmiſſion of gracious 
qualifications, from parent to child, without the fi- 
delity of each ſucceſſive immediate parent. It being 
an abſurdity to ſuppoſe that the church ſhould be 
perpetuated, without the performance of that paren- 
tal duty, in every ſucceſhve generation, which the 
covenant of promiſe required. How this is con- 
ſiſtent with the aſſertions, p. 22, 30, that © the 
* promiſe was made to Abraham, and was not 
transferred to any one after him; and, that the 
« ſimple condition of the promiſe was, Abraham's 
„fidelity; is not, at preſent diſcerned. - | 
4. If the promiſe in queſtion related to the exiſ- 
tence and. perpetuation of the church of God; and, 
for this end, contained proviſion for gracious qual- 
ifications to be tranſmitted, from parent to child, 
through each ſucceſſive generation ; it is not eaſy 
to ſee in what reſpects it was a 7ypica/ promiſe. We 
have no more reaſon ' to ſuppoſe that the promiſe, 
which provided for perpetuating a church, was typ- 
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ical ; than, that the church itſelf, which was in 
this way perpetuated, was alſo typical. And, yet, 
it is manifeſt that the Jewiſh church, which was in 
this way formed, and preſerved until that people 
utterly rejected the covenant, was no more a typ- 
ical church, than that which was graffed on, where 
the Jews were broken off. 

From theſe cor-ceſlions and obſervations it muſt 

ppear. : 
1. That the covenant with Abraham, of which 
circumciſion was a ſeal, made proviſion for gracious 
qualifications to be tranſmitted, from parent to 
child, upon the faithful performance of certain pa- 
rental duties; and, that it ſecured the tranſmiſſion 
of ſuch qualifications, in every inſtance, wherein 
theſe parental duties were faithfully performed, in 
. every ſucceſſive generation. 

2. If the promiſe of this covenant were tranſmit- 
ted to the poſterity of Abraham, through ſucceſſive 
generations, on the ſame conditions upon which it 
was originally made to Abraham; it will clearly 
follow that all thoſe, who are graffed into that olive- 
tree, which bore the Jewiſh church, and with them 
partake of its root and fatneſs, are equally entitled to 
the ſame gracious promiſe, as it reſpects their oft- 
ſpring, on a ſimilar faithful performance of paren- 
tal duty. 

It 3 alſo from the New Teſtament, that 
the covenant of grace, under the goſpel diſpenſation, 
comprehends believers and their ſeed, in the ſame 
manner as it did, heretofore, Abraham and his ſeed. 
There is the ſamę proviſion, under the goſpel diſ- 
penſation, for gracious qualifications to be tranſ- 
mitted from believing parents to their children, as 
there was, when the Jewiſh church exiſted ;—For 
the chriſtian church is graffed on, where the Jewiſh 
was broken off. On this ground it was that our 
Saviour ſaid, Luke, xvii. 16. Suffer little chil - 
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« dren to 2 me, ES a not: 
* For 5 is the kingding of God.” It is ſaid, in 
the 4 eceding, that they brought 
i unto Chriſt, that he would touch them. 
The circumſtances fuffigtently ſhow, not only that 
infants were brought to Chriſt for his blefling 3 
but that they, who brought them, were believers. 
No one, but a believer, would bring an infant to 
Chriſt, in hope of obtaining his bleſſing on it. No 
one, who thought Jeſus tobe an impoſtor, would 
aſk a bleſſing from him. It may, therefore, juſtly 
be concluded, that the infants here fpoken of, were 
brought to Chriſt by believers. The import of 
the Saviour's words, then, is, that children given up 
to him, by believers, agreeably to divine appoint- 
ment, are of that kingdom of God, which  Feſus was 
then ſetting up in the world. And, if the infant feed 
of believers, when conſecrated to Chriſt oy 
to divine inſtitution, are of his kingdom; it 

be that, upon fuch conſecration, they are compre- 
hended in that covenant, under which this church, 
or kingdom, is formed. Conſequently, the cove- 
nant, by which believers are brought into the ki 
dom of Chriſt, comprehends them and their 
in the fame manner as the covenant with Abraham, 
heretofore, comprehended him and his ſeed. 

On this ground it muſt be ſuppoſed to have been, 
that the apoſtle faid, 1 Cor. vii. 14. that the chil 
dren of behevers are holy ; while thoſe, of unbeliev- 
ers, are unclean. It is not eaſy for us to apprehend 
in what reſpect the children of believers are holy, 
in diſtinction from the children of others, unleſs it 
be by ſome peculiar relation, which the covenant, 
into which their parents have ente: ed, has to them. 
Nor would this be a ſufficient reaſon for their being 
denominated hely, unleſs this holy covenant now 

ehend believers and their ſeed, as it did under 
thy fewer diſpenſation, 
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The ſuppoſition, that the children of believers 
are holy, only as all their other ſubſtance is, becauſe 
dedicated to God, would render the apoſtle's argu- 
ment, on this ſubject, unneceſſary. For it appears, 
from the connexion in which the words {tand, that 
a doubt had ariſen, in the minds of ſome of the Co- 
rinthian chriſtians, reſpecting the lawfulneſs of co- 


habiting with an unbelieving partner, From the 


argument, which the apoſtle makes uſe of, to re- 
move this doubt, it appears that it aroſe: from an, 
anxiety for the offspring :—Otherwiſe, the obſer- 
vation, that the child is holy, even though but one 
of its parents be a believer, would not have been 

tinent to a ſolution of it. To remove their ſcru- 
ples on this head, the apoſtle ſays, “ for the unbe- 
„ heving huſband is ſanCtified in (it ſhould have 
been rendered,) the wife, and the unbelieving 
© vife is ſanCtified in the huſband : Elſe were your, 
children unclean ; but now are they holy.“ 
From, a ſtrict rendering of the words, it evidently 
appears, that the holineſs, or ſanctification here 
| ſpoken of, relates wholly to the child. And were 
this holineſs nothing more than what aroſe merely 
from parental dedication, without the ch4/d"s being 
any more comprehended in the promiſe of the holy 
covenant, than the children of unbelievers ; is it rea- 
ſonable to ſuppoſe that a doubt would ever have 
ariſen, in the mind of any ſober chriſtian, of the 
lawfulneſs of continuing to dwell with an undelier- 
er, to whom he, or the, had been previouſly united 
in marriage: 

It is ealy to ſee that a believer might as honeſtly 
and cordially dedicate his child to God, as any other 
part of his ſubſtance : And that whether the unbe- 
lieving partner united in the dedication, or not. 
But when they reflected that the Jews, while owned 
as the only covenant-people of God, were ordered 
to put away the wives, which they had taken from 
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among the nations, who were uncircumciſed ; and 
this, in obedience tothe everlaſting covenant, between 
God and them; it might naturally be ſuppoſed that 
they would be ſolicitous to know, whether the fruits, 
the conſequences of dedicating a child to God, would 
be the ſame, as if both the parents were believers. 
Nor could a believer entertain a doubt of its being 
a duty to dedicate all he had, to God, whether the 

er were a believer, or not. To teach this duty, 
we can hardly ſuppoſe that a new revelation, from 
heaven, was neceſſary. 

But if the covenant of grace were underſtood to 
be the ſame, under the goſpel diſpenſation, as that, 
of which circumciſion was heretofore the ſeal ; from 
the acquaintance they had with the former diſpen- 
ſation, a doubt might naturally be ſuppoſed to a- 
riſe, whether the oftspring were comprehended in 
the covenant now, as formerly, unleſs both the pa- 
rents were believers. This was the doubt, which 
the apoſtle apparently addreſſes himſelf to remove: 
—As the ground of it is effectually removed, if the 
child of the believer be holy, even though the other 
parent be an unbeliever. 

But if dedication be all the holineſs, which is pred- 
icable of the child; the aſſertion and reaſoning of 
the apoſtle can be no more, than that, the beheving 
party may, and does dedicate his child to God, even 
though the unbelieving do not. 

There 1s reaſon, alſo, to ſuppoſe that Peter meant 
to hold up the ſame idea, of a connexion between 
the faith and piety of the parent, and the ſalvation 
of the child, which has been before urged ; and, 
to ſhow that the bleſſings of the promiſe to Abra- 
ham, were extended, under the reign of Chriſt, to 
all believers, whether Jews or Gentiles. When 
they, who were pricked in the heart, on hearing the 
apoſtle's diſcourſe on 2 2 of Pentecoſt, inquir- 
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ed what they ſhould do; Peter anſwers, Acts, ii. 
38, 39. Repent and be baptized every one of 
you, in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, for the remiſ- 
4 ſion of ſins, and ye ſhall receive the gift of the 
Holy Ghoſt. For the promile is to you, and to 
your children, and to all that are off, even 
„as many as the Lord our God ſhall call.” The 
ſame gracious promiſe, which God had heretofore 
made to Abraham, and his ſeed, ſtill remained in 
full force, and was now extended, in all its grace 
and richneſs, to believers of other nations ; even to 
all, whom God by his grace thould call, of whatever 
nation, and in every future period of time. 

. Senſible, however, that he promiſe here ſpoken 
of, is conſidered, by Mr. Strong, not as being the 
promiſe to Abraham, [I will be Gd to thee, and to 
thy ſeed after thee, but a promiſe by the prophet, Joel, 
It. 28—31. It will be proper to pay more particu. 
lar attention to it. And, 

1. It is to be obſerved, that this prophecy of Joel 
evidently reſpects events, which were to take place, 
upon the coming of Chriſt, in the deſtruction of the 
Jewiſh nation and polity. The miracles, which were 
wrought on the day of Pentecoſt, were, in part, an 
accompliſhment of this prediction. Therefore Pe- 
ter ſays, © This is that which was ſpoken by the 
„ prophet Joel.” 

2. When they, who were pricked in their heart, 


inquired what they ſhould do, Peter directed to that 


repentance 'and faith, which is the eommon and in- 
variable condition of falvation, to finners. And, 
in this, he follows the example of the prophet, who 
had faid that, 'why/cever ſhall call on the name of the 
Lord fhall be faved. Joel had faid, And it ſhall 
come to pals in the laſt days, I will pour out my 
* ſpirit upon all fleſh; and your ſons and your 
daughters ſhall propheſy,” &c. This prophecy, 
Peter ſays was fulfilled, in thoſe miraculous events 
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which took place on the day of Pentecoſt. Theſe 
were ſome of the happy fruits of the coming of Chriſt 
the favorable events which were to follow. But, 
to impreſs the minds of his audience, whoſe atten- 
tion was already much awaked, with a ſenſe of the 
danger of rejecting that Jeſus, who had been lately 
crucified; he proceeds, in his diſcourſe, to the evils, 
which were predicted, by this ſame prophet, to fol- 
low upon the coming of Chriſt:—“ The ſun ſhall 
be darkened, and the moon ſhall be turned into 
blood,” &c. Nevertheleſs all, who called on the 
name of the Lord, ſhould be ſaved. The prom- 
iſe, by Joel, was not that all, who ſo call upon the 
name of the Lord, as to eſcape the evils, which are 
coming on the enemies of Chriſt, ſhould be endow- 
ed with the miraculous gifts of the ſpirit ; but, that 
they ſhould be /aved. Having ſpoken, to an awa- 
kened aſſembly, of the evils which were aſſuredly 
to be expected, in conſequence of the coming of 
Chriſt, Peter improves the opportunity to ſet before 
them the evidence there was, that Jeſus, whom 
they had crucified, was, in fact, the predicted Meſ- 
ſiah. Being ſtruck with the evidence, which the 
apoſtle exhibited, of the Meſſiahſſip of Jeſus, their 
enquiry was, not like that of Simon Magus, how 
they might obtain the power of miraculous gifts, but 
how they might eſcape thoſe awful evils, which were 
denoted by the /un's being turned into darkneſs, andthe 
moon into blood. 9 5 
3. Peter directed theſe inquirers to that, which 
would avail, not only to their ſalvation, but to the 
ſalvation of all, in every age and nation. Miracu- * 
lous gifts were beſtowed upon but few—not on all 
believers : And they were to be continued, and be 
of uſe, only for a ſhort time. Nor was there any 
promiſe that theſe gifts ſhould be conferreduponev- 
ery believer, even in the apoſtolic age: Much leſs 
upon every believer in all future. ages. And if 


44 


there were no ſuch promiſe exiſting, we may ſafely 
conclude that the apoſtle, when urging the com- 
mon duty - of repentance, and of being baptized 
in the name of Jeſus Chriſt for the remiſſion of 
ſins, would not enforce his exhortation by a prom- 
He of their being endowed with miraculous gifts. 
Therefore, 

4. As there was no ſuch promiſe, in faQ, ever 
made to believers univerſally, either by the proph- 
et Joel, or any other of the prophets ; it cannot 
reaſonably be ſuppoſed that the apoſtle, in the paſ- 
fage under conſideration, had any reference to that 
promiſe, which the multitude then preſent beheld, 
with aſtoniſhment, ſo; remarkably tulfilled in the 
wonders, which were then taking place before their 
eyes. To ſuppoſe that the apoſtle urged upon the 
Jews the duties of repentance and faith, by the con- 
ſideration that the promiſe of miraculous gifts was 
to them and their children, and to all that are afar 
off, even as many as the Lord ſhould call ; would 
imply, not only that every believer then, but in all 
future ages, ſhould be himſelf endowed with mirac- 
ulous gil and ſee his ſons and his daughters proph- 
eſying. But as no ſuch promiſe was ever, either 
made or fulfilled, we have ſufficient authority to 
conclude, that this was not the promiſe to which 
the apoſtle alluded. 

From theſe conſiderations it may reaſonably be 
concluded, that the promiſe here mentioned is that 
ever memorable one, which God made to Abraham, 
when he inſtituted the ſeal of circumciſion. This 
promiſe is frequently and abundantly alluded to, in 
the New Teſtament, and emphatically ſtiled the prom- 
iſe. This is repreſented as the covenant of grace, in 
diſtinction from that of works. The gracious cove- 
nant, which God eſtabliſhed with Abraham, and 
ſealed with circumciſion, is not leſs frequently deſig- 
nated by the phraſe the promiſe, than by any other 
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whatever. This uſe and application of the phraſe 
the promiſe, cannot have eſcaped the obſervation of 
the caretul intelligent reader of the apoſtolic writings. 
From the eee, Urs ee is ſufficient 
evidence, it is apprehended, that the promiſe to A- 
braham, that the Lord would be a God to him, and to his 
feed after him, was neither limited to him ſimply, nor 
was any peculiarity of the former diſpenſation; but, 
is one of the rich and precious promiſes of that new 
and gracious covenant,into which all believers, whether 
Jews or Gentiles, are now received: And, to the 
bleſſings and privileges of which, all ſuch are entitled, 
to as large an extent as believers were, under the 
former diſpenſation. There is no intimation given, 
in any part of the New Teſtament, that any of the 
real privileges and bleſſings of that gracious cove- 
nant, which God eſtabliſhed with the father of the 
faithful, are to be leſs amply enjoyed by believers, 
than they were under the Hor diſpenſation, 


SECTION. V. 
Containing Inferences from the preceding vbſervations. 


1 has been attempted, in the preceding ſections, 
to prove That circumciſion, under the former 
diſpenſation, was Gad 's own ſeal of his covenant of prom- 
of Fader that promiſe, which gives ſecurity of ever- 

ing bleſſings to believers ; and, not merely a ſeal, 
either of perſonal, or of parental dedication: That the 
reaſon which God gave for requirin ng og tobe ſet 
onthe infant- ſeed of believers, was, that this covenant 
of promiſe comprehended the ſeed, with the believ- 


_ + As, Rom. iv. 13, 14, 16. Gal. ii. 17, 18. Eph. ii . 12. Heb. 
vi. 17, and x. 36, &c. 
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ing parent; the words of the promiſe being, [will 
be a Gad to thee, and to thy ſeed after thee —That the 
covenant, being formed to be everlaſting, between 
God and Abraham, and his feed after him, in their 
generations, cqntained the ſame gracious promiſe to 
ſucceſſive believers, reſpecting their ſeed, as it did to 
Abraham, reſpecting his ; and this, on the ſame 
conditions, on which it had been made to Abraham 
And, finally that, as the ſame covenant, which 
God eſtabliſhed with Abraham, when circumciſion 
was inſtituted, now exiſts in full force between God 
and believers, under the chriſtian diſpenfation ; all 
its promiſes and real bleſſings, not excepting thoſe 
which reſpect their offspring, belong as much to 
chriſtians, at the prefent day, as they did to Abra- 
ham at the time when God inſtituted circumcihon 
as a fea} of them. 

It the arguments, which have been urged on theſe 
ſeveral ſubjects, are juſt, the following conſequen- 
ces are clearly deducible, viz. 

I. That, as infant-circumciſion was not hereto- - 
fore, ſo neither is infant-baptiſm now, merely a mark 
of parental dedication. . Seeing circumciſion was 
originally inſtituted as God's ſeal of his promiſe of 
everlaſting good to the ſubject, its greateſt impor- 
tance lies in this ſigniſicancy and import of it. The 
ſeal is of far greater importance as a witneſs of 
God's gracious promiſe, than of any mere human 
engagements whatever. And, if this be the light 
in which the holy Scriptures teach us to view the 
Jeal, no man can have any right to appropriate it to 
his own uſe. It muſt be, at leaſt preſumptuous, in 
any man, to take God's ſeal—a ſeal of promiſes and 
bleſſings, which no one has a right to make, or 
power to confer, but God himſelf, and uſe it as a 
mark ſimply of his own perſonal engagements. The 
obligation, which men are under, to dedicate, both 
themſelves and their offspring, to God, is obvious ; 
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and would have been indiſpenſible, whether either 
circumciſion, or baptiſm, had ever been inſtituted, 
or not. But, that men ſhould have a right to take 
that ſeal, which God has appointed as a viſible and 
ſtanding mark and witneſs of his own eternal favor, 
and, make uſe of it as a ſign, ſimply of certain per- 
ſonal purpoſes of their own, is what can by no 
means be admitted. ; | 

Theſe obſervations will give us to underſtand how 
eſſential it is to the ſcheme of infant-baptiſm, which 
has been adopted and urged by Mr. Strong, that 
this ſeal be conſidered as the parent's 9 and not 
God's. To this ſcheme, the ſentiment of its being 
the parent's only, appears to be fundamental. For 
if it be the ſeal of a divine promiſe reſpecting the 
ſeed, there can be no authority for ſetting it on the 
child, unleſs that alſo be comprehended in the prom- 
iſe. And if the covenant of promiſe, of which bap- 
tiſm, as well infant, as adult, is the ſeal, compre- 
hend both the believer and his feed, as it formers 
ly did Abraham, and his ſeed ; it will be clear, that 
infant-baptiſm is a rite of far greater import than 
that of merely parental dedication. 

Nor will it be of any avail to urge, contrary to 
the ſentiments of Mr. Strong, that, as the dedication 
of infants is an eſſential branch of parental duty, 
their baptiſm is a ſeal of God's promiſe of eternal 
favor to the parent : For this would imply that the 
promiſe itſelf was merely perſonal, having no refer- 
ence to any ſeed whatever, either natural, or ſpirit- 
ual. And, therefore, it would imply that circum- 
ciſion was the ſeal of no covenant, which was to be 
everlaſting, between God and Abraham, and his ſeed: 
A ſentiment directly contrary to the expreſs words 
of that covenant of promiſe, of which circumciſion 
was the ſeal. 

To ſay that circumciſion was the ſeal of a divine 


pomiſe, that the Lord would be a God to Abraham, 
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and to all who ſhould be his ſpiritual ſeed, evident- 
ly gives up the idea of its having been a mark, either 
merely of perſonal, or of parental dedication; and 
plainly admits the ſeal to witneſs a divine promiſe, 
reſpecting future generations. And, ſuch a prom- 
iſe as this, every gne will ſee, no man has a right, 
either to make, of to ſeal. To ſay, ſtill further, 
that the covenant reſpected only a ſpiritual ſeed, 
without making any proviſion for the natural ſeed 
to become ſuch, on any duty or condition whatever 
to be performed by the parent; will imply that it 

ve no ſecurity to Abraham, that his natural ſeed 
ſhould ever inherit, even the land of Canaan : Be- 
cauſe that ſeed to which the Lord promiſed to be a 
God, ſealing his promiſe with circumciſion, was the 
ſame ſos to 1 he promiſed Abraham, that he 
would give this good land. Not only ſo, but if the 
only og, which was both promiſed and ſealed to 
Abraham, were, that the Lord would be a God to 
all, who ſhould hereafter become believers ; there 
were no conditions whatever, on Abraham's part, 
upon which the fulfilment of this promiſe depended : 
As, it would be abſurd to ſuppoſe, that the condi- 
tion upon which God would be gracious, in future 
ages, to thoſe, who ſhould become his children by 
faith, was the fidelity of Abraham. And if there were 
no duty to be performed, by Abraham, to his poſ- 
terity, upon which the beſtowment of bleſſings on 
the ſeed mentioned in the covenant was fuſpended ; 
it is manifeſt that the practice of infant- circumciſion 
was no branch of duty, which was required by the 
covenant as it reſpected the feed. However ineum- 
bent it might have been, upon Abraham, to circum- 
ciſe his male-children ; yet the obligation could not 
ariſe from a covenant, the promiſe of which was 
ſuſpended on no parental duty whatever. 

To ſay that infant-cireumcifion was only a ſeal of 


the promile to the parent, that the Lord would be 
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a God to him, would imply that the covenant im- 
rted nothing further, than that the Lord would 

a God to the parent on condition of his dedicating 
his child to bim. T3 

To ſuppoſe that circumciſion was the ſeal of a di- 
vine promiſe, that the Lord would be a God to A- 
braham, and to all, who ſhould be his ſpiritual ſeed ; 
clearly gives up the idea of its being merely a mark, 
either of perſonal, or of parental dedication. 

To urge that the covenant reſpected a ſpiritual 
ſeed only, without containing proviſion for the nat- 
ural feed to become a ſpiritual, on ſome duty or 
condition to be performed by the parent; will im- 
ply that the covenant of promiſe, with Abraham, had 
no reſpect whatever to his natural ſeed. To ſuppoſe 
that the covenant, of which circumciſion was the 
ſeal, contained nothing more, in its promiſe, than 
that the Lord would be a God to all belicvers ; im- 
plies that this promiſe was not ſuſpended on the 
practice of any arental duty whatever: And, there- 
fore, that the obligation to practice infant- circum- 


ciſion did not ariſe from this covenant, but from for- 


eign conſiderations. | „ 

There appears, therefore, an inconſiſtency in ur- 
ging that the promiſe of that covenant, of which 
circumciſion was the ſeal, either had reſpect to a 
ſpiritual ſeed in a general ſenſe, or that it ſecured to 
Abraham the exiſtence of ſuch a ſeed; and, yet, 
conſidering this ſeal as nothing more than a mark, 
either of perſonal, or parental dedication. 

II. If the ſeal of circumciſion were, heretofore, 
to be ſet. on the children of believers, becauſe the 
covenant of promiſe comprehended, both the be- 
lie ver, and his child; it will appear, that the reaſon 
is now the ſame, why baptiſm ſhould be adminiſter- 
ed to the children of chriſtian parents. Sufhcient 
evidence, it is thought, has already been given, that 
| G 
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this was the reuſon, which God himſelf aſſigned, for 
requiring ſo particularly and peremptorily, the prac- 
tice of infant · circumciſion. And if this were the 
reaſon, why believing parents were required, under 
the former diſpenſation, to circumciſe the mfant- 
ſeed ; it will follow, that it muſt be on the fame 
ground, if any, that believers are required, under 
the chriſtian diſpenſation, to baptize their children. 
If the practice of infant-circumciſion were à con- 
dition of that covenant, in which the Lord prom- 
iſed to be a God to Abraham, and to his feed ; it 
muſt, of courſe, have been, that it was the natural 
ſeed, which was reſpeQted in the promiſe : Becauſe 
the practice of this rite, could not have been the 
condition, upon which the Lord ſecured his favor, 
by promiſe, to all in future generations, who ſhould 
become believers. Mr. Strom ſeems to ſuppoſe, p. 
9, Io, that the ſecurity of a ſucceſſion of believers, 
depended, not on God's covenant-tranſa&ions with 
Abrahain, but on the covenant of redemption. Con- 
ſequently, the ſecurity that the Lord would be a 
God to believers, did not depend on 383 
duty to be performed by Abraham. That promiſe 
of the covenant, therefore, which was ſuſpended on 
the practice of parental duty, if it had regard to 
any ſeed whatever, muſt have reſpe&ed the natural 
ſeed. It clearly follows, then, that the promiſe to 
Abraham, which was ſuſpended upon the practice 
of infant-circumciſfion, and of other parental duties 
which were connected with it, was a promiſe which 
had a particular regard to the natural poſterity. 
And, if infant-circumciſion were the condition 
of a covenant, with Abraham, reſpecting his natural 
ſced ; infant-baptiſm muſt, of courſe, be the condi- 
tion of a covenant, with chriſtian. parents, reſpect- 
1 natural ſeed :z=-Otherwiſe, it will a L 
either that chriſtians are not now within that ſame 
covenant of promiſe, of which infant-circumciſion 
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was a ſeal; or, that this covenant, under the prei- 
ent diſpenſation, does not require infant · baptiſm. 
III. If che promiſe of that covenant, af which cir- 
cumciſion was a ſeal, were typical, and a 
of the farmer diſpenſation, as far at it regarded the 
natural feed of Abraham; it wilt be evident, that no 
authority can be derived, fur the practice of infant- 
from the ancient uſe of infant-circumciſion. 
It is a point, abundantly.labored by Mr. Strang, that 
the promiſe of that covenant, of which circumciſion 
was the ſeal, as far as it regarded the natural feed of 
Abraham, was but a typical promiſ⸗ that it was tem- 
, and limited t6 the former dijpenſation See, 
particularl 0 „38, 39. 
It has — d — that the promiſe, of the 
covenant, which God made with Abraham, as far 
as it reſpected the natural feed, was ſuſpended up- 
on the practice of infant- circumciſion: The obli- 
gation to circumciſe the infant - offspring, aroſe from 
the relation, which the covenant of promiſe had to 
the natural ſeed. If, therefore, this promiſe, in the 
relation it had to the natural wy Abraham, 
were typical, tempo and linuted to the former diſpen- 
ſation ; it is 1 that no authority can be de- 
rived from it, or from the ancient practice of infant- 
circumciſion, for the preſent practice of infant - bap- 
tiſm, Under the fuller light of the goſpel, and in 
the more mature ſtate of the church, no argument 
in favor of infant-baptiſm can be derived, either 
from any promiſe, under the old diſpenſation, as far 
as it is to be viewed as oa: ie pical and tempora- 
ry, or from any practice, w had its 1 in 
a 
It is a ſentiment, which Mr. Strong takes 


pains to vindicate, that, under the chriſtian diſpen- 


lation, there is no promile, to believing parents, of 


any bleſſings for their natural ſeed, on any condi- 


tion whatever to be performed by the parents; not 
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even ſo far as the promiſe, to Abraham heretofore, 
contained bleſſings for hi natural ſeed. 
If, then, the promiſe to Abraham, as it regarded 
the natural ſeed, gave riſe, both to the duty, and the 
practice © infant-circumciſion ; it is abundantly 
clear, that, neither this covenant of promiſe, nor 
-the practice of the ancient' church upon it, furniſh 
any authority for the practice of infant. baptiſm, un- 
der the goſpel· diſpenſation. 
- Until; therefore, it be fairly and clearly pred, 
that the duty of circumciſing infants did not reſult 
from the relation, which the covenant of promiſe, 
as Eſtabliſhed with Abraham, had to his natural poſ- 
terity ; every argument, which repreſents this prom- 
iſe as typical, and a peculiarity of the former diſ- 
penſation, ſo far removes the principal pillar upon 
-which the doctrine of infant-baptiſm reſts. Again, 
IV. Ifthe promiſe, of which infant-circumciiion 
was the ſeal, were made to Abraham only; and, do 
not belong to the covenant of grace, as exiſting be- 
tween God and believers, under the chriſtian dif- 
penſation; it will further appear that there is no 
juſt and ſufficient authority for the practice of in- 
fant · baptiſm. 

In treating of the promiſes, which were made to 
Abraham, when God entered into covenant with 
him, and inſtituted the ſeal of circumciſion, great 
pains are taken, in the © Inquiry“ before us, to 
prove that theſe promiſes, as far as they reſpected 
the natural ſeed, were made to Abraham only, and 
were never transferred to any one after him; and, 
particularly, that they do not belong to the cove- 
nant of grace, under y 60 chriſtian diſpenſation. See, 
p. 20, 22, 26, 40. 

If, then, it be true, that Abraham was required 
to ſet God's ſeal of the covenant, upon his feed, be- 
cauſe the promiſe comprehended the child, with the 
parent; it will be obvious that, where no covenant 
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exiſts between God and believers, which contains 
promiſes of bleſſings to believers and their ſeed, there 
can be no authority for ſetting the ſeal of this'cove- 
nant upon the infant-offspring. If cire@meifion 
were God's ſeal of his promiſe to Abraham, that he 
would be a God to him, and to his feed ; it is clear 
that, where no ſuch covenant of promiſe exiſts be- 
tween God and -believers, no authority whatever 
can be derived from the ancient inftitution of infant- 
circumciſion, for the practice of infant-baptiſm. © To 
deny that the covenant of grace, which is eſtabliſhed 
with believers, now ref! them and their feed, as 
it formerly reſpected Abraham and his ſeed ; as 
effectually removes the ground of infant - baptiſm, us 
a denial that the covenant,” which was originally 
ſealed with circumciſion, was, in reality, th cove- 
nant of grace. 
If the covenant, which God made with Sibir 
and ſealed with circumcifion, were another, and a 
different covenant from that, which now ſubſiſts be- 
tween God and believers; it will be evident that 
no authority, for the practice of infant-baptiſm, can 
be derived from the ancient inſtitution” of infant- 
circumciſion.” The fame conſequence will flow, 
with equal clearneſs, from limiting the promiſe of 
the covenant, as it reſpected the feed, to Abraham 
alone, with whom the covenant, with a ſeal, was 
originally eſtabliſhed. | 
Thus manifelt is it, if the obſervatiols, which 
have been previouſly made reſpecting the nature 
and import of circumciſion, and the ground upon 
which it was required, by covenant, to be practiſed 
on infants are juſt; that the ſcheme of baptiſm in 
the“ Inquiry” before us, is, in various ways, utter- 
ly ſubverſive of the doctrine of infant - baptiſm. 

V. If circumciſion were God's ſeal of his covenant 
of — and were to be ſet on the infant- ſeed of 
Abraham, becauſe the promiſe was to him and his 
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ſeed ; there is full and ſufficient authority for the 
Race of infant - baptiſm, under the preſent dilpeny 


It i is exceedingly obvious, that bepdun is as real- 
ly, and in the ſame ſenſe, a ſeal of God's gracious 
covenant of promiſe with believers, under the goſ- 
pel difpeniation, as cireumcifion was, of this ſame 

acious covenant with Abraham, the father of the 
Pathful.. The covenant, which now ſubſiſts between 
God and believers, is the ſame as that, which God 
graciouſſy entered into with Abraham, and ſealed 
with circumciſion. This covenant, when originalhy 
eſtabliſhed with a ſeal, comprehended believers and 
their ſeed. For this reaſon was its ſeal to be ſet on 
the infant · ſeed of believers, by the ſucerſſors of A- 
braham, in every age of the Jewiſh church. The 
Jewiſh church was a true and real church of God 
and the only viſible church, which God had on 
earth, The conditions of the covenant, which was 
ſealed with circumeiſion, were the ſame to the ſuc- 
ceſſors of Abraham, as to Abraham himſelf: And, 
their obſervance and performance were equally ne- 
ceſſary to their 1 and retaining 4 
Ranging 3 in the viſihle church. When this cove- 
nant, in the true ſpirit and import of it, ceaſed to he 
obſerved, the Jews, as a people, were rejected, and 
believing Gentiles received into it. Where the 
Jews were broken off, Gentile chriſtians were graf. 
fed on. But, as a/l the nav branches were not 
broken off, believing Gentiles were grafted in a. 
mong them which remained, and with them partake of 
the root and fatneſs of the olive-tree, from which 
the unbelieving Jews had been broken off. The 
chriſtian church, at firſt, for a time, conſiſted only of 
Jews ; And this was the ſame church, which was 
originally ſet up in the family of Abraham, It was 
formed under that ſame covenant of promiſe, which 
was originally ſealed with circumciſion. This cove 
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enant of promiſe was the true, evangelical cove- 
nant z and, of this evangelical covenant, the cir- 
cumciſion, both of parent, and of child, was the 
ſeal. This covenant never has been, and never will 
be done away. Under this covenant was the chrif- 
tian church originally formed ; and under this, it 
{till exiſts, and will exiſt to the end of time. This 
is the covenant, which is now ſealed with the chrif- 
tian baptiſm, | 
- And if the covenant, under which the chriſtian 
church was originally formed, be the ſame as that 
under which a church was formed in the family of 
Abraham —If the chriſtian church, conſiſting ori- 
ginally only of Jews, be the Abrahamic church con- 
tinued : What reaſon can there be for ſuppoſing, 
that theſe believing Fews loſt their title to any of the 
promiſes of this covenant, by embracing it in its true 
ſpirit and import, and becoming chriſtians ? Did 
iſh believers, on embracing this covenant, under 
the chriſtian diſpenſation, expoſe themſelves to be 
deprived of ſome of the bleſſings it promiſed ? As 
little reaſon have we to ſuppoſe that they were libe- 
rated from any of its duties. | 

Had not the covenant, under the chriſtian diſpen- 
ſation of it, comprehended both believers and their 
ſeed, as it formerly did: Or, had it cut off the pa- 
rent from the privilege of ſetting the ſeal, of ſo gra- 
cious a covenant, on the offspring ; what a mighty 
bar would this have been, to the Jews, in the way 
of their embracing chriſtianity ? On the contrary, 
we find, that Jewiſh chriſtians enjoyed the privilege, 
both of the promife, and of the ſeal, of the covenant 
made with Abraham, to the full extent in which they 
were enjoyed, dy pious people, under the former 
diſpenſation. The Jews, on becoming chriſtians, 


were deprived of no one promiſe, or privilege, of 


the covenant, as eſtabliſhed with Abraham. Accor- 
dingly, they adminiſtered the ſeal, of this covenant 
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of promiſe, to their infant-offspring, juſt as had been 
practiſed in all former ages of the Jewiſh church. 
See, Acts xxl. 20—24. 

And if the chriſtian church, while conſiſting only 
of Jeuu, enjdyed the ſame, and all the privileges of 
the covenant of promiſe with Abraham, which had 
been indulged to pious . Jews before; and were to 
uſe and apply the ſeal of this covenant, both to 
themſelves, and to their infant-ſeed, juſt as it had 
been uſed and applied under the former diſpenſa- 
tion; it was,/indubitably, both the duty, and one 
of the privileges, of the firſt chriſtian church, to ſet 
the ſeal of the covenant, which this church was now 
under, and which this fame church of God had been 
under from the days of Abraham, upon the infant- 
oftspring. 

And, if the firſt Jewiſh converts to chriſtianity, 
enjoyed all the privileges of God's gracious cove- 
nant of promiſe with Abraham; and {till uſed, and 
applied the ſeals of it to their infant-offspring, juſt 
as they had done before the chriſtian diſpenſation 
was introduced; it may ſafely be concluded that 

ewiſh chriſtians will continue to enjoy theſe privi- 
eges, and apply theſe ſeals, in the — manner as 
they had done under the former diſpenſation, as long 
as the chriſtian diſpenſation ſhall continue on earth. 
If thoſe Jews, who were not broken off from the good 
olive-tree, enjoyed the privilege of ſetting the ſeal of 
God's gracious covenant upon their infant- ſeed; the 
whole body of the Jewiſh nation will enjoy the ſame 
privilege, when they ſhall be converted to chriſtian» 
ity, and be gratted into their own oliue- tree. For the 
apoſtle, in his reaſonings, Rom. chap. xi. aſſures us 
that the time will come, when thoſe natural branches 
which were broken off for their unbelief, ſhall again 
be collected, and graffed into their own olive-tree. 
And if this were the duty, and the privilege, of 
the chriſtian church, while conſiſting only of Jews; 
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both its duty, and its privilege, eontinued to be the 
ſame, upon the door of it being opened to receive 
Gentile believers. Had it been otherwiſe, there 
muſt of neceſſity have been a diviſion between the 
Jewiſh, and the Gentile church : And they could 
not have united in. one body, If Jews, who em- 
braced the covenant, under the chriſtian diſpenfa- 


tion of it, {tl enjoyed the right of ſetting its ſeal on 


their mfant-offspring ; Gentiles, who embraced this 
fame e were received into this ſame church 
and family, and incorporated into the ſame 

with Jewiſh chriſtians 3 muſt, alſo have {ord 
the fame right to its ſeal, both for themſelves, and 
their offspring. 

And if the whole Jewrſh nation, when united in 
the ſame chriſttian church with the Gentiles, will 
enjoy the privilege, and practiſe the duty of ſetting 
the ſeat of God's gracious covenant of ' promiſe 
upon thetr infant offspring ; it may fately be con- 
cluded that the whole chriſtian x Four on earth, 
will do the ſame. | 


Further; it was as much the duty of thoſe Jews, 


who embraced the covenant, which was eſtabli 
with Abraham, under the chriſtian diſpenſation, 
to ſet its ſeal on their infant-feed ; as it was the 
duty of thoſe, who embraced it under the former 
diſpenſation, then to ſet its ſeal on the offspring. 
The original duty and obligation remained the ſame, 
in this reſpect, as it ever had been: Nor could the 
command be repealed by any other authority than 
that, by which it was originally given. And, if the 
command, to ſet the ſeal of the covenant upon the 
offspring, ſtill remained in force, and were binding 
on Jews, who were of the chriſtian church; it was 
equally binding, and {tifl remains to be fo, on Gen- 
tile members of this ſame church, embracing the 
fame covenant of 3 
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Thus clearly may we infer, from preceding obs 
ſervations, both the duty, and the right, of admin- 
iſtering baptiſin, the ſeal of God's gracious covenant 
of promiſe with Abraham under the preſent diſpen- 


ſation, ts the infant-ſeed of believers. 


There appears no way to avoid this conſequence, 
unleſs it be, either to deny that the covenant with 
Abraham, of which circumciſion was the ſeal, was 
the ſame covenant of grace, under which believers 
now are, or, that the promiſe of it, as it reſpected 
the natural ſeed, is continued, and ſtill extended to 
believers, under the chriſtian diſpenſation. 

If it be true, that God's covenant with Abra- 
ham, which was ſealed with circumciſion, was not, 
in the ſtrict ſenſe, the covenant of grace: If it 
were not in reality that ſame covenant, under 
which the chriſtian church was originally formed, 
and now exilts ; it wilt be acknowledged that lit- 
tle, or no evidence can be derived, from the ancient 

ractice of infant-circumciſion, in favor of infant- 
baptiſm, But if the covenant, under which the 
chriſtian church exiſts, and by which its ſeveral mem- 
bers are united, be the ſame as that, which hereto- 
fore required its ſeal to be ſet on the infant-ſeed of 
believers ; it will obviouſly be the duty, and an indil- 
penſible part of the duty of believers, at the preſent 
day, to adminiſter the ſeal of this covenant to their 
2 — 

So, alſo, if the promiſe of the covenant, which 
God eſtabliſhed with Abraham, when circumciſion 
was inſtituted, do not reſpe& and comprehend the 
natural ſeed of believers, as it originally did the 
offspring of Abraham; the injunction upon that 
father of the faithful to circumciſe his children, will 
afford a very ſlender authority for the practice of 
infant- baptiſm. 

If the covenant, of promiſe which was hereto- 
fore ſealed with circumciGon, as it reſpected the in- 
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fant-ſeed were only typical, it will be difficult to in- 
fer, either the right, or the duty of infant-baptiſm, 
from the ancient practice of infant- circumciſion. 
There is the ſame reaſon to ſuppoſe that the /eal of 
the promiſe, as it reſpected the natural ſeed, was 
ical, as that the promiſe itſelf was ſo. As far as 
the promiſe was typical, it would be natural to ſup- 
poſe that its /ea/, alſo, was typical Seeing it would 
be unreaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the ſeal of the real 
bleſſings contained in the promiſe, ſhould be requir- 
ed to be ſet on ſuch, as are no more than faint imi- 
ges of thoſe, for whom the bleſlings are intended. 
It is not forgotten that it is ſaid, in the Inquiry® 
before us, p. 40. that © circumciſion had but a cir- 
«© cumſtantial reſpect to the promiſe, which God 
« made to Abraham—that the promiſe itſelf was 
„but a circumſtantial promiſe.” This promiſe 
indeed, is here ſpoken of as God's promiſe of main- 
taining a church in the family of Abraham. But this, 
however is not pretended, by the author, to be any 
ether, than the promiſe, of which circumciſion was 
the ſeal : As it is on that covenant of promiſe, ſpo- 
ken of, Gen. xvii. 7, 8, that he is profeſſedly treat- 
ing. But the aſſertion, that the /ea/ had but a cir- 
cumfſtantial reſpect to the promiſe, of which it was 
a ſeal, muſt certainly be without ſufficient founda- 
tion. The promiſe was, I will be a God to thee, 
“ and to thy ſeed after thee.” The command was, 
Thou ſhall / e circumciſe thyſelf, and thy 
5 ſeed ;*” or, which is the ſame, Every man-child 
« ſhall be circumciſed.” There is as much reaſon to 
believe that the ſeal had but a circumſtantial reſpect 
to the promiſe, in regard of the parent, as of the 
child. The child was as explicitly comprehended 
in the promiſe, as the parent: And for this reaſon 
the ſeal of it was to be ſet on the child, as well as on 


the parent. | TERED 
— it appears, there is every reaſon to ſuppoſe, 


Tf 25 * 


ſuppoſe that 
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that the ſeal of the promiſe, as it reſpected the child, 
was merely figurative and typical, which there is to 
the promiſe ſealed was ſuch, The ſeal 
could ſecure nothing more than the promiſe ; nor 
have any other reſpect to the infant, than was had 

to ĩt in the promiſe. 
If, then, the promiſe, as far as the infant-ſeed was 
regarded i in it, were only figurative and typical ; it 


will follow, from the obſervations and reaſonings in 


the J ” before us, that no authority can be 
derived from the practice of infant circumciſion, 
under the former diſpenſation of the covenant of 
grace, for the practice of infant. baptiſm, under the 
5 diſpenſation. c 

If theſe are the natural conſequences of the 4 
— and reaſonings of Mr. Strong on the ſubject 
of intant · baptiſm, it will clearly ſnow that they are 
not ſupported; by the word: of God. The IS — 
tures, as it is apprehended, muſt, in many in 
be: perverted from their natural and obvious — 
ing, in order to evade objections, which naturally 
offer themſelves, againſt the opinion, that the bap - 
tiſm of infants was never deſigned to be any thing 
more than a mark of parental dedication. Thus cir+ 
eumciſion, which the apoſtle: tells us, Abraham re- 
ceived as a /eal of the rightoouſn/s of his faith, is repre - 
ſented, in the Inquiry“ before us, as nothing more 
than à token on Abraham's part, of bis compliance with 
the ' covenant, which God had propoſed to him ; and, 
conſequently, not a mark, or ſeal of God's impu- 
ung rightedquſneſs to him upon his believing con- 
ht to the 2 import of the apoſtle's argument 

e ſubject of i tian by faith. 

So, alſo, the + 5 7 wy an. God eſtabliſhed 
with Abraham, when circumciſion was inſtituted, 
and the promiſe of it, as far as it reſpected his natur- 
al ſeed, is repreſented as nothing more than a 


ical tranſaction. This promiſe, it is ſaid, was itſelf 


bowl 
but a circumſantial — and, that crrrumeiſian 


had bu a circwnftantial g bell to it. See p. 37, 38, 40. 


This promiſe, it is — acknowledged, p. 39, 
ſecured the maintainance of a church among 
natural poſterity of Abraham. 


Vet the words of the promiſe to Abraham are, 
5 I will eſtabliſh my covenant between me and thee, 
and thy ſeed after hee for an everlaſting cove» 
% nant ;—And I vill give unto thee, and to thy ſeed 
after thee, the land of Canaan, for an everlaſting 
ͤäpaſſeſſion. If this promiſe were typical, as it re» 
ſpected Abraham s ſeed, why was it not fo, as it xe- 
ſpected Abraham himſelf? if it were aircumſtantial 
as it reſpected the offspring, why not equally ſo, as 
it reſpected the parent? The promiſe is the ſame, as 
it reſpected both the one, and the other ; and, cone» 
ceived: and expreſſed in the fame terms. All the 
bleſhings, all the the good which it contains for one, it 
contains alſo for the other. The words of the 
promiſe, neither make, nor admit a 3 . 

But if this covenant of promiſe, as it rei 
braham, were no more than circumſtantial a 2 = 
ical, where ſhall we find a promiſe, which —— 
to him the ſubſtantial, eſſential bleſſings of the cove- 
nant of grace? To ſay that the promiſe was the cove- 


nant of grace or it related to Abrabam, but was only 


typical as it related to his poſterit 7 is ſaying that for 


which the words and terms of the promiſe, and the 
manner in which they are connected, give not the 


leaſt colour of authority. To ſay that the — 


mentioned in the promiſe, was a ſpiritual ſeed, and 


therefore it contained properly the covenant of 


grace, is giving up the idea that the promiſe ſecured 
the maintainance of a church among the natural 
poſterity of Abraham. For if the ſeed, to whom 
the Lord ſaid he would be a God, were only a ſpir- 
itual ſeed, and no proviſion were made for the nat- 


ural ſeed to become a ride, on any condition to 
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be performed by the parent; it is manifeſt that it 
contained no ſecurity that a church ſhould be pre- 
ſerved, in the family of Abraham, for any future 
period whatever. 

And if circumcifion had but a circumſtantial reſ. 
pect to the promiſe, which God made to Abraham, 
that he would be a God to his ſeed, it muſt, of courſe, 
have had but a cireumſtantial reſpect to the promiſe, 
that the Lord would be his God. And, if it had 
but a circumſtantial reſpe& to this great and ever 
memorable promiſe, it will be difficult to prove that it 
it originally, a ſeal of the covenant of grace. 

Thus do the reaſonings, in the © Inquiry” before 
us, and the conſtruction which is. put on a divine in- 
ſtitution, and on a variety of paſſages of ſcripture, it 
is apprehended, * tend to weaken the evidence 
of the doctrine of infant- baptiſm, to confirm the o 
poſers of it in their oppoſition to it, and to juſti 
fuch a conſtruction of the tranſactions with Abra- 
ham, and the deſign of circumciſion, as will take 
29 * ground of this important 8 


SECTION VL 


Containing miſcellaneous obſervations and remarks on 1 . 
Strong r ſecond Inquiry, Ne. 12 


Y what has been already obſerved, in the pre- 
ceding ſections, it will readily be ſeen, that 

— deciſion of the preſent controverſy depends, in 
eat meaſure, on juſt apprehenſions of the real 
def ign and import of the rite of circumeiſion. If, in 
its original deſign, it were only man's ſeal—a ſeal 
only of perſonal, or of parental engagements ; it will no 
longer be contended, that infant-baptiſm is any thing 


03 


more than a mark of parental dedication. This N 
2 being admitted, ſeveral of the objections, which 
ave been raiſed againſt the ſcheme advocatèd by 
Mr. Strong, will naturally fall; and the anſwers, 
which he has given them, will be acknowledged to 
be ſufficient. But if it appear, on the other hand, 
that circumciſion was originally God's ſeal to his own 
gracious covenant of promiſe ; the pertinency of ſeve- 
ral anſwers to objections, will not be ſo obvious. 
Thus as to the objection, that, on ſuppoſition in- 
fant-baptiſm be no more than a mark of parental 
dedication, we ſee no way in which it ever becomes 
God's ſeal of his promiſe to beſtow, on the ſubject, 
ahe bleſſings of the covenant of grace, To this it 
is replied, p. 102. The child's being brought to 
« the exerciſe of faith, and a perſonal compliance 
* with the covenant, and to engage obedience to its 
requirements, it may, with propriety, give a per- 
« ſonal ſignification to his baptiſm in infancy.” But 
this perſonal ſignification, the reader will obſerve, 
is nothing more, than of perſonal engagements. But 
if baptiſm be God's ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, 
and of his promiſe to beſtow the benefits of right- 
eouſneſs on the ſubject, to whom the ordinance is 9 
perly adminiſtered ; it yet remains to be ſhown,. . 9 
ow a mere mark of parental engagements can ever 
obtain a ſignificancy of ſo high an import. | 
Again, it was objected, that, if infant-circumciſ- 
ion were no more than a mark of parental dedica- | 
tion, it would not be eaſy to diſcover, how the | 
future diſobedience of the child, ſhould ever occa- 
ſion his circumciſion to become uncircumciſion. It 
is here to be obſerved, that the circumciſion, which 
the apoſtle ſpeaks of as becoming uncircumciſion, j 
was that which was adminiſtered in infancy :—For, | 
the apoſtle's addreſs is, here, to Jews, who were 
circumciſed while they were yet infants. It is re- 
plied, p. 100, that * The child's being a breaker 
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«© of the law, never was ſuppoſed, on any ſcheme, 
© to invalidate a parent's covenant-elaims.” But 
if Abraham's eircumciſion were God's ſeal of his 
promiſe, to him, of eternal life; and Ifaac's, no 
more than a feal of promiſes on Abraham's part; 
there were no covenant-claims, or rights whatever, 
which could be invalidated, by Iſaac's not kee 
the law, but thoſe of Abraham. If infant-cireum — 
ion were only a ſeal of parental rights, it is 7 
that it could ceaſe to be a ſign of this import, only 
by the wickedneſs and unfaithfulneſs of the parent. 
But if it were a ſeal of God's promiſe, of everlaſt- 

to the child, on certain conditions to be 
performed by the 3 ; it is eaſy to fee, that, if 
the child did not obey his parents in the Lord, his 
eircumciſion would become uncircumciſion to him. 
Circumciſion could become uncireumciſion _ - 
thoſe, on whom it was a feal of a divine promiſe, it 
be true that Shi was its true import, as it wr Ar 


either adults, or infants. But if it were a mark orfty 


of perſonal, or parental dedication ; it might, by 
diſobedience, become uncireameiſton, either to pa- 
rent, or child. If, therefore, to Abraham it were a 
feat of a divine promiſe, and not the ſeal of a prom- 
iſe of like import reſpecting Iſaac; there zwere no 
eovenant-claims, to be invalidated, but thoſe of Abra- 
ham. In order, therefore, to avoid the abſurdity of 
ſuppoſing certam covenant-promiſes, on God's part, 
to ceaſe to become binding, by the diſobedience of 
the circumeifed child, when infant-cireumcifion was 
a mark, or feal of no fuch promiſes; it muſt, alſo, 
be ſuppoſed that, neither was 2dult-circumeifion 
any thing more than a mark, or ſeal of perſonal en- 
« This ſentini nt appears to be fundamental 
to that ſcheme of baptiſm, which is advocated in 
the Inquiry before us. 
But how, conſiſtently with this, it can be ſaĩd, as 
it is, p. 101, that “ the circumeiſion of an infant, 
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* A ſign of the parent covenant. title, is not, at 
prefant; diſcerned. The parent's being aclive, in 

admigiftering circumciſion to the child, it is true, 
i ſuggeſted as a reaſon! of its being a ſign of his 

eovenant-ũtle. Rut the very ſame. E 
vin. that man — that the parent ane was. active 
in the application of the ſeal of erreumcifion, is ur- 
ged, p. 74, as an evidence that it was a ſeal only on 
the narf of man; If, therefore, the circuniciſion of 


an infant, were a' ſign of the parent's title to cove- 


nant - bleſſings; it was a ſign, which, in its nature, 
muſt have been repo inſignificant; ſince man 
had no more right to ſeal, than he had to give ſuch 
2 thle to himſelf. There is, indeed, an utter im- 
propriaty in ſpeaking of, either circumciſion or bap- 
tiſm, as a 75 or feal, of any rights or titles whatever, 
unleſs the former were heretofore, and the latter 
now be, God's ſeal of that gracious promiſe of his, 
_ whilch feeures the beſtowment, of all the bleſſings 
contained in the promiſe, on all thofe, on whom 
God direts. the ſeal to be ſet. And, if this be the 
import of divinely inſtituted ſeals, it is very obvious, 
that infant · baptiſm is nat to be conſidered as merely 
a ſign of parental dedication. a 

Once more; it was objetted that, < on the prin- 
ciple urged by Mr. Strong, baptiſm, when appli- 
ed to an infant, is of a very different import from 
„that, which it is of when applied to an adult.“ 
If it be admitted that baptiſm, when applied to an 
adult, is God's ſeal of his own promiſe of favor; it 
will be obvious to the reader, that nothing is faid, 
in the reply, which, at all, abates the force of the 
objection. It is admitted that they mult be differ- 
ent, becauſe an adult is aftive, but the infant not. But 
to this di „no reference whatever was had in 
the objection. The difference, to which the objec- 
tion relates, is, that adwut-baptiſm is God's ſeal to his 
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pn. gracious promiſe ; but ut infant-haptiſm, only the pe- | 


rents ſeal of' his own eovenant-engagements. If there 
be this difterence, reſpecting the import of baptiſm, 
when applied to different f if in ſome caſes 
it be God t. cal, and in others, nat; it was incumbent 
on Mr. Strong to produce, from the ſcriptures, the 
evidence of — Or, at leaſt, to ſhow how that, 
which is merel nou; ſeni, is afterwards. converted 
into God's, Iba e ie be only man's 
lathe difcalty. vaniſhes. But if, in the caſe of 
he adult, it be God's ſeal 3 and, in that of the in- 
tz only man's; there needs ſomething further 
ſaid to obyiate it. In both caſes it may be the ſeal 
of a divine promiſe, that the Lord will be a God to 
the ſubject. For it to be ſaid, therefore, as it is, p. 
97, that the ground of the objection has, really, been 
admitted on the other ſide of the queſtion, becauſe 
it is granted that no divine promiſe is ſealed, in 2 
tiſm, 40 the infant, is not anything to the caſe. 
we proceed to other remarks. 

It was urged, in my * Inquiry,” that, as the fate 
of the offspring was ſuſpended by divine 'conſtitu- 
tion, on the conduct of the parent, in the covenant, 
which God originally eſtabliſhed with the firſt of 
our race, it would be no more than analogous to 
ſuppoſe, that proviſion is made, in the covenant of 
grace, for parents to be inſtrumental in tranſmitting 
and ſecuring its bieſſings, to their offspring. 

In reply to this argument from analogy, it is ſaid, 

. by Mr. Strong, p. 60. that the fate of all Adam's 

*< poſterity, to the remoteſt ages, was ſuſpended on 
ene act of diſobedience.” And as it is not pre- 
tended that one act of faith, in a parent, will ſecure 
bleſſings to his poſterity, to che end of time ; he ſup- 
poles the argument from analogy to be of no 

But if it be conſidered that the conſtitution, 
which formed a connexion between Adam and his 
immediate offspring, was to be, from him, tranſmit- 
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ted to future generations, and form the ſame con- 
nexion between every ſucceſſive parent, and his of- 
ſpting ; the argument from analogy, will not be 
without weight. Though one act of diſobedience, 
in Adam, aſcertained the fall of his whole poſter- 
iy ; it aſcertained it only by rendering it certain, 
that the next parent would be wicked; and, conſe- 
quently, tranſmit a wicked character to his child. 
Nothing appears, either in the holy ſcriptures, or 
in the reaſon and nature of things, to lead us to 
ſuppoſe, that wicked Adam was the blameable cauſe 
of communicating a bad moral character to his chil- 
dren, any more really than other wicked men are the 
blameable cauſes of communicating a fimilar char. 
acter to theirs, God viſits the iniquities of other 
parents upon their children, as really as he did, 
thoſe of the firſt parents :—This being agreeable 
to the nature of the conſtitution, which was ori- 


ginally eſtabliſhed with the firſt of mankind. Had 


this been ſuitably attended to, and conſidered, it is 
believed that it would not have been aſſerted, as it is, 
P+ 63. that there is ns fixed and invariable conſtitution, 
that wicked men ſhall tranſmit a had moral character to 
their poferigy But, in the argument from analogy, 
Mr. Strong ſays, p. Go. that “ the compariſon, inſtead 
% of being made, between Adam and. believing pa- 
6 rents, ſhould have been made between the farſt 
Adam, and Jeſus Chriſt, the ſecond Adam,” To 
this, it need only be replied, that it was. 


_ [In oppoſition to the ſentiments, advanced, in Mr. 


Strong's firſt © Inquiry, it was urged that, as the 
diſadvantages of the fa, are more than compenſa- 
ted by Chriſt, it would be no more than natural to 


ſuppoſe, that a divine conſtitution 1s. now formed, 
whereby parents may be inſtrumental of ſaving good 
to their children; as tlie firſt human pair might 
have been to theirs. | 
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Io this argument, and to that ſuggeſted from the 
fulneſs of Chriſt's propitiation, it is objected, p. 61, 

62, * that they neceſſarily terminate in error, im- 
plying the doctrine of wniver/al ſalvation.” ar 
On this objection it needs only be obſerved, that 
if, from Adam's poſſeſſing advantages, in his original 
ſtate of purity, for ſecuring, eventually, his whole 
poſterity from fin and ruin —if, from the apoſ- 
tle's afſertion, that where ſin abounded, grace did 
much more abound—if, from Chriſt's being the pro- 
Pitiation, ** not for our ſins only, but alſo for the 
« fins of the whole world,“ and from the ſufficiency 
of his atonement for the recovery of all z—it, from 
thele conſiderations, it will follow that all mankind 
will be finally ſaved ; the objettion is admitted to 

e juſt and unanſwerable. theſe Jentimentt ne- 
ceſſarily terminate in error; the argutnent, to which 
the objection is made, is undoubtedly erroneous, 

It is objected, alſo, to the doctrine, which teaches 
a connexion between the duty and faithfulneſs of * 
rents, and the ſalvation of their children, — it is 
ſentiment, which gratifies the /##/Þ feelings of men. 
It is aſked, © which ſehems — Lach * reſig · 
nation of parents to the greateſt trial 7 That 
* which requires parents to give up their children 
% unconditionally to God; or that, which gratifies 
the ſelfiſn feelings of the dedicator, ſo far as to 
contain aſſurances of juſt ſuch an iſſue, as his pri- 
vate feelings would diate? See, p. 109, 110. 

In reply to this objection, it may be aſked, is the 
doctrine, which teaches a cotmexion between the 
dedication of ourſelves to God and our vion nil ſabvas 
tion, fitted to grutify our ſcuſſb feelings ? Does this does 
trine contain affurances, to the dedicator, of ſuch 
an iſſue as his private feelings” winld diffate ? Is any 
one authoriſed to expect ſalvation; without giving 
up himſelf unconditionally to God ? · No mote does the 
doctrine, againſt which this objection was thought 
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to militate, ſuppoſe that any parent has à right to 
expect the ſalvation of his child, unleſs he make 
an unconditional dedication of him to God. | 

It is objected, further, that the ſcheme, which 
the author of the © Inquiry” before us oppoſes, 
in no cafe requires of the parent, the painful and 
„ mortifying taſk, of bringing his own ehild, which 
« is fleſh of his fleſh, and bone of his bone, and 
« declaring, that he is an incortigible ſon” &c. p. 
110. | | 1 «01 2608 
From whence this objection is collected, on 
what it is founded, or what was faid, in my inquiry, 
to open a door for it; is not, at preſent, diſcerned 
or recollected. But whether, upon the plan of in- 
fant-baptiſm, which Mr. Strong has advanced, and 
labours to ſupport, in each of his“ Inquiries,“ the 
church have any authority to exerciſe any eccigſiaſti. 
cal diſcipline over baptized children, will admit of 
ſerious doubt. He fays, p. 109, of his ſecond in- 
quiry, that baptized children, © through the medi- 
um of their parents, are ſubject to a diſcipline, 
« which is peculiarly painful and trying. They are 
* hid under a neceſlity of being moral, if parents 
+ are faithful; or, of being declared intorrigible, 
% and as ſuch given over to ruin. From this mode 
of expreſſion, one would naturally be led to ſup- 
pole, that children, who have been given up to 
God in baptiſm, are to be ſubjected to eccleſiaſtical 
diſcipline, in common with other members of the 
church. For to what greater length can a church 
carry its diſcipline, toward any of its members, than 
to declare them intorwigible, and as ſuch give them over 
te ruin? But, that a church has any authority to 46 
this reſpecting any one, without having taken the pre- 
vious meaſures for his conviction and recovery, 
which the goſpel preſcribes, does not appear. | 
It appears, however, according to Mr. Strong, 
that not only the md but alfo the gromnd of diſci. 
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pline, reſpecting a baptized child, and thoſe whom 
he conſiders as members of the church, are differ- 
ent. The former is to be declared incorrigible, and 
given oyer to ruin, not becauſe he is no chriſtian, but 
becauſe: he is immora!:— The latter, becauſe he 
does not obey the laws of Chriſt. - But where theſe 
different modes and grounds of eccleſiaſtical diſci- 
pline are to be found in the word of God, does not 
yet appear. Nothing, indeed, is more obvious, 
than that the holy ſcriptures direct the chriſtian 
church to exerciſe its diſcipline, and paſs its cen- 
ſures, only for diſobedience to the laws of Chri/t. For 
chriſtian churches to be taught, that they - are to 
declare any to be incorrigible, and as ſuch to be 

iven over to ruin, for being immoral, but not for 
being, unchriftian; mult have a very unfriendly aſ- 
pect upon their order and diſcipline. 

That the morality, which Mr, Strong ſays bapti- 
zed children are laid under a neceſſity to practiſe, 
is ſomething quite different from chriſtianity, it is 
preſumed. will not be denied :—Otherwiſe, it muſt 
be ſuppoſed that they are to be ſubjected to the 
& peculiarly painful and trying diſcipline,” which 
is to be practiſed upon them, for neglect of the laws of 
Chriſt :—And to ſuppoſe this to be the ground on 
which they are tobe given over to ruin, would run 
immediately into the ſentiment, which he ſo earn- 
eltly oppoles. | 

But theſe are not all the difficulties which occur, 
on the ſuppoſition that chriſtian churches are requi- 
red to deelare baptized children to be incorrigible, 
and as ſuch to be given over to ruin, for immorality. 
Are baptized children to be ſubjected to © a diſci- 
5 pline, which is peculiarly painful and trying,” 
for being immoral, while no offence is taken, either 
by their parents, or by the church, at their being un- 
chriſtian ? Are parents called, by the laws of Chrilt, 
to the “ painful and mortifying taſk of bringing 
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e their own children, who are baptized; and 
* declaring them to be incorrigible,” for fornication, 
for inſtance; but, to be patient ſpectators of their 
denying Chriſt before men, and living in open diſ. 
obedience to the expreſs law of Chriſt ? Is the former 
offence ſo much more criminal,in the fight of Chriſt, 
than the latter, that for hit the child is to be given 
over to ruin; but, not for the other? What will 
the child think — what will the world think, of the 
nature of chriſtianity, and the diſcipline of Chriſt's 
houſe, when they behold ſo mortifying a taſk per- 
formed, ſo ſevere a cenſure paſſed for what is called 
immorality; while a known and open negle& to 
obey and ſerve Chriſt, is borne with all patience and 
filence ! 79401 -+ 
Will it be ſaid that the law of Moſes, Deut. xxi. 
18—21, which pointed out the diſcipline; which 
was to be exerciſed toward a ſtubborn and rebellious 
ſon, authoriſes, both parent, and church, to exer- 
ciſe the ſeverity pleaded for, for immorality, but not 
other breaches of the laws of Chriſt ? Let it be re- 
membered, that children were to honor their father | 
and their mother; which the apoſtle explains to be 
obeying their parents in the Lord, Eph. vi. 1. And, 
this, he ſays, was the firſt commandment zoith prom- 
iſe. And that a divine promiſe ſhould be made to 
mere external obedience, it is preſumed will not be 
urged upon any other plan, than that the former 
diſpenſation was typical, and the Jewiſh church, but 
a typical church. And if fo, no 2 can be 
drawn from thence, in ſupport of the opinion that 
the diſcipline of the c<ri/tian church is ever to be 
exerciſed merely to make children moral. 
But if ſuch children as are properly dedicated to 
God, in baptiſm, are no more comprehended in 
that covenant of promiſe, which is the uniting bond 
of the church, than the children of infidels—if, AC- 
cording to the nature and deſign of the chriſtian 


72 


inſtitution, baptized children are not of the church's 
ſaciety and —_—_ they are ne more ſubject to 
the diſcipline of the church, than the children of 
unbelievers. The apoſtle ſays, 1 Cor. v. 12, 13. 
“ For what have 119 dg to judge them alſo that are 
5 — hut them that are without, God judg · 

F 22 Le ie af 4 2533 adi 1 [1 
It is inſinuated, in the“ Inquiry” now under 
canſideration, that, if the doctrine of a connexion, 
between the faithfulneſs of parents and the ſalvation 
of their children, be admitted and believed, children 
will not conſider their ſalvation as depending on 
Fer ſonal exereiſer.: But, on the ſcheme of /onple dedi- 
cation, it is ſaid, p. 112, © Baptized children have 


« the moſt ſolemn inducements to be attentive and 


<..teachable ; Fer they are to conſider that their 
« ſalyation is depending on perforal exerciſes, and 
* not merely an the faithful exertions of parents,” 
Readers in geners' at leaſt the leſs attentive, 
would ſuppoſe that, according to this repreſentation, 
the doctrine of a connexion, hetween parental faiths 
fulneſs and the falvation of children, ſets afide tha 
neceſſity of per/anal bolineſs in children—that the 
 falvation of the children of believers fo entirely de- 
pends on their parents, that no perſonal exerciſes of 
their gum are neceſſary. 2 "55d MN 
An objection, of a ſimilar nature, has often been 
raiſed againſt the doctrine of divine decrees. It is 
taid, it this doctrine be true, it takes away all motive 
to perſonal exertions, and renders human endeayours 
and dihgence fruitleſs. But the apoſtle, Peter, who 
was a ftrong advocate for the doctrine of election, 
was of a different opinion. Accordingly he directs 
chriſtians, ** Wherefore the rather, brethren, give 
+ diligence to make your calling and eledtion ſure : 
For if ye do theſe things, ye ſhall never fall.” 2 Pe- 
ter 1, 10. 
It it be conſidered that, onthe principle of a ſup- 
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poſed connexion between the faithfulneſs of parents 
and the falyation of their children, a great and ma- 
terial part of the parent's duty conſiſts in urging, 
on his children the abſolute neceſſity, and the infi- 
nite importance of perſonal holineſs ; the above in- 
finuation will appear to be groundleſs. 

Mr. S!rong fuppoſes that, if the covenant, which 
God eſtabliſhed with Abraham when circumcifion 
was inſtituted, gave no affurance that its eſſential 
bleſſings ſhould be tranſmitted, from the believing 
parent, to the child ; no benefit can be derived from 
any ſuppoſed proviſian of this kind, which was con- 
tained in it. He ſays, © The condition of the bleſ- 
5 fings of the covenant cannot be fulfilled, reſpect- 
ing infants, while in infancy ; and more than 
& that, there is no ſecurity of a performance of 
© thoſe conditions.” p. 12. He urges, further, 
that the promiſe in queſtion is admitted to be con- 
ditional—** that the conditions are not fulfilled, at _ 
the time baptiſm is adminiſtered ; and that there 
is nothing in the covenant, which ſecures the 
“ fulfilment of them.” p. 100. But if it be a mercy, 
a privilege to enjoy the offers of pardon and eter- 
nal life, even though there be no certainty that the 
ſinner, to whom the offer is made, will comply with 
it; it may be equally a privilege to have the offer, 
in queſtion, contained in the covenant, which God 
eſtabliſhes with believers. And it is admitted, p. 
zo, © that the covenant, which God eſtabliſhed with 
Abraham, made proviſion for gracious qualifica- 
H tions to be tranſmitted from parent to child, fo 
far as was requiſite to the ſupport of a church in 
&* his family.” Not only is this admitted, but alſo 
that © the promiſe did contain a ſecurity of ſuch gra- 
&* cious qualifications as were neceſſary to ſupport a 
Ta ch” Doovph the whole period reſpected in 
the promiſe,” p. 31. Some of the children of A- 
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braham, and of his believing ſucceſſors, even down 
to the coming of Chriſt, were not therefore, in the 


ſame ſenſe left to uncovenanted mercy, as the chil - 


dren of unbelievers. The covenant, which was eſtab- 
| liſhed with Abraham, ſecured the tranſmiſſion of 
its bleſſings, at leaſt to @ part of his natural Cu 
And, unleſs we can find that this promiſe diſtinguiſh- 


ed ſome part of the natural offspring, from others; 


it will not be eaſy to ſee why it did not ſecure its 
bleſſings 0 all, upon the ſame conditions, upon 
which it ſecured them to any. | 
But, reſpecting this covenant, it is to be obſer- 
ved, further, that it is to believers that the propoſals 
of it are made—to ſuch as now love God ſupremely, 
and in whom the holy ſpirit dwells—to thoſe, whoſe 
hearts are in a good meaſure prepared, by divine 
grace, for every duty, and formed for a compliance 
with every requiſition of the covenant, when under- 
ſtood. The propoſal is made to one, who has the 
ſpirit of Chriſt, who is ſuppoſed to be continually 
aſking needed aſſiſtance and grace for every duty, 
and now entitled to the gracious promiſe of being 
heard. That divine help and grace, which are ne- 
ceſſary to a performance of parental duty, are there- 
fore within the reach of every believing parent, in 
a ſenſe in which converting grace is not within the 
reach of the impenitent ſinner. Nor is that grace, 
which is neceſſary to ſuch parental faithfulneſs as 
God will bleſs to the converſion and falvation of 
children, an unattainable thing. Abraham, and 
many of his fucceflors, it is allowed, poſlefled this 
grace: And many others have, ſince; and have 
leen and enjoyed the happy fruits of their faith and 
labors, in the converſion of their children. And 
it this be fo, there is every reaſon to ſuppoſe, that 
the nature of the cavenant-propofal will be no ſooner 
underſtood and believed, than chriſtians will gene- 


rally embrace it: And a new ſpring will be given _ 
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to the exertions of pious parents, which will be 
followed with happy and bleſſed fruits in their chil- 
dren. And this may be eſpecially expected, as the 
light, which is enjoyed under the goſpel-diſpenfa- 
tion, is far greater, and divine influences more co- 
pious, than under the former. 

* 'That the conditions of the covenant, in relation 
to infants, cannot be fulfilled, while they are yet 
in infancy ; and, more, that there is no ſecurity 
* that they ever will be fulfilled,” is taking for 
your more than is admitted. There is every rea- 
on to ſuppoſe that the parent, who cordially em- 
braces the covenant, will perſevere in that faithful- 
neſs, with which the covenant connects the good of 
his child. The holy ſcriptures always repreſent 
grace, as being a growing, increaſing principle in 
the hearts of chriſtians. © The path of the juſt is 
nas the ſhining light, which ſhineth more and more, 
% unto the perfect day.” There is no more reaſon 
to ſuppoſe that a chriſtian will ever loſe that grace, 
by which he embraced the covenant with relation to 
his child, than, with relation to himſelf. And if the 
covenant, in this view of it, be embraced, both the 
future faithfulneſs of the parent, and the ſalvation 
of the child, are eventually ſecured. In this way it 
is that the final ſalvation of a believer is ſecured, 
upon his firſt acting faith. | 

It is faid, by Mr. Strong, in the“ Inquiry” now 
before us, p. 36. © It is evident that the Gentiles, 
« conſidered collectively, are introduced into the 
„fame ſtanding with the natural ſeed of Abraham: 
That there is now the ſame promiſe, in kind, 
<« reſpecting the Gentile world, as there had been 
4 e Abraham's natural poſterity.” And 
a number of paſſages of ſcripture are quoted, on 
this and the preceding pages, in ſupport of the ſen- 
timent. Theſe paſſages undoubtedly prove that, 
when the Jewiſh nation, as a body, were rejected 
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for their unbeliel, the church of God was to be ſup. 
plied from the Gentiles. But this is no proof that 
the promiſes, reſpecting the Gentile wworld, are now of 
the ſame nature and extent, as they formerly were, 
with reſpect to the natural ſeed of Abraham. The 
paſſages quoted from the New Teſtament, as Acts 
XI. 46, And, Acts x. 34, 35. And, Rom, x. 12, 
13, prove no more than that believing Gentiles are 
received into the ſame covenant-relation to God, as 
believing Jews. 

That the Gentiles collectively are now regarded, 
by God, in his diſpenſation, as the Jews, Abraham's 
natural offspring, had been regarded in time paſt, 
is a ſentiment, which has no ſcripture authority for 
its ſupport. And it not, there will be no evidence 
that, as it is ſaid, p. 38. Abraham and his natural 
& ſeed, were a fit type of Chriſt and his ſpiritual 
* ſeed.” The Gentiles, at large, are not now 
God's peculiar people, as the Iſraelites were, under 
the former diſpenſation—they are not now the cov- 
enant-people of God, as the Jews were heretofore. 
The whole body of the Jewiſh nation were, hereto- 
fore, God's covenant people, as really as the whole 
body of profeſſing believers, the viſible chriſtian 
church, are now the covenant-people of God. We 
know there were many falſe and hyprocritical pro- 
feſſors in the Jewiſh church, under the former dif. 
penſation : And, ſo there are, among profeſſing 
chriſtians, under the preſent, Yet there were ma- 
ny pious people among the Jews ; as there are ma- 
ny ſuch now, in the chriſtian churches, Until any 
particular chriſtian church is rejected, and its can- 
dleitick removed out of its place, all goſpel ordinan- 
ces are to be adminiſtered to all its members; and, 
baptiſm to the infant-feed. In like manner, until 
the Jews were broken off from the true olive, all 
the ſacred ordinances belonging to that diſpenſa- 
tion, were equally enjoined on their whole nation 
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indiſcriminately, and enjoyed by all; and circum- 
15 was to be adminiſtered to the infant-ſeed of 

To ſuppoſe, therefore, that the Gentiles col- 
& leCtively, ſhould be regarded by God, in his 
« diſpenſations, as the Jews, Alan's natural 
offspring, had been, regarded, in time paſt ;” 
and that they are . introduced into the ſame ſtand- 
ing with the natural ſeed of Abraham,“ as is aſ- 
ſerted, p. 35, 36, would open a door for ſuch a lat- 
itude, in the adminiſtration of goſpel ordinances, as 
has not the leaſt appearance of authority from the 
word of God. There is no foundation, therefore, 
it is apprehended, for repreſenting * Abraham and 
his natural ſeed, as a type of Chriſt and his ſpiritual 
leed.” 

Mr. Strong, in the“ Inquiry” before us, p. 68, 
ſpeaking of the © many declarations, which appear 
to promiſe and connect the piety of children 
with the faithfulneſs of parents,” ſays, © they 
are to be conſidered as many other pgtive decla- 
* rations are conſfidered—as what may be hoped for, 
* and ordinarily expected.“ But can this be a juſt 
rule for explaining the pe/itive declarations, the prom- 
iſes of God ? Are we to expect no more than that 
things will ordinarily take place agreeable to the g- 
itive declarations of the word of God ? It they may 
take place differently in one in/tance, why not in 
another, and in all ? If psſitive declarations may fail 
of being accompliſhed cven inone inſtance, the ground 
of confidence in the word of God is taken away. 

But inſtances are produced to illuſtrate this ſen- 
timent, and to authoriſe ſuch a conſtruction of po- 
ſitive declarations. It is ſaid, “ there is a declara- 
& tion, which naturally implies, that children ſhall 
e have /ong life, if they are obedient to parents: 
« And that wicked men ſhall not /ive out half their 
C days.” The paſſages here alluded to, it is ap- 
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prehended, are but ill choſen, for ſupport of ſo 
looſe a conſtruction of poſetive declarations. As to 
the firlt of them, it is found, Exod. xx. 12. There 
the God of Iſrael fays, * Honor thy father and 
& thy mother, that thy days may be Lb upon the 
4 land which the Lord thy God giveth thee.” The 
import of theſe words is given by Moſes, Deut. vi. 
2. That thou mighteſt fear the Lord thy God, 
to keep all his ſtatutes, and his commandments, 
* which I command thee ; thou and thy fon, and thy 
& ſon's ſon, all the days of thy life, and that thy days may 
« be prolonged.” If children, in Iſrael, honored 
their parents, and obeyed them in the Lord, God 
would prolong to that pegple the enjoyment of the 
promiſed land. And had this condition, upon 
which God promiſed them preſervation in that good 
land, been fulfilled, they would not have been caſt 
out. But from nothing which has ever taken place, 
either under the former, or the preſent diſpenſa- 
tion, have we reaſon to believe that God has ever 
propoſed a long temporal life to any one, either as a 
motive to virtue, or the reward of it: Nor do e- 
vents warrant us even ordinarily ts expect it. When- 
ever God propoſes any particular blefling as a mo- 
tive to virtue, he not only ordinarily, but invaria- , 
bly beitows it, when the condition, upon which the 
propoſal was made, is fulfilled. The long life, there- 
fore, which was propoſed as a gracious reward of 
filial obedience, was, the people of I{racl as a body 
in ſucceſſiue generations ; but not a length of days to 
every particular obedient child. a 
On the other hand, there is nothing, either in 
the holy ſcriptures, or the experience of mankind, 
which warrants us to eonclude that the lives of 
wicked men ſhall! be ſhorter upon earth, than the 
lives of thoſe who are pious, excepting in caſes 
wherein offences are committed, which are made 


capital by the divine law, or where ſpecial intempe- 
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rance is indulged. The paſſages, which ſeem moſt 
to favor the opinion, that impenitent ſinners ſhall 
die in earlier lite than others, are thoſe, Eceleſ. vii. 
17, and Pf. Iv. 23. In the firſt of theſe it is ſaid, 
„ Be not overmuch wicked; neither be thou fool- 
„ iſh : Why ſhouldeſt thou die before thy time ?” 
In the other, Bloody and deceitful men ſhall not 
& live out half their days.” But when we reflect 
that the wiſe man ſays, chap. ix. 1, 2. No man 
* knoweth either love or hatred, by all that is be- 
* fore him. All things come alike to all: There 
sis one event to the righteous and to the wicked; 
* to the good and to the clean, and to the unglean, 
to him that ſacrificeth, and to him that ſacrificeth 
* not : As is the good, ſo is the ſinner; and he 
that ſweareth, as he that feareth an oath:“ — 
When we hear the Pſalmiſt complaining, as he 
does, Pf, Ixxiii. of the worldly greatneſs and proſ- 
perity of the wicked ; and holy Job expoſtulating, 
chap. xxi. 7. Wherefore do the wicked live, be- 
* come old, yea, are mighty in power ?””—When, 
I ſay, we reflect on theſe things, and on the common 
courſe of events in every age; we ſhall have little 
reaſon to think, that either the wiſe man, or his fa- 
ther before him, meant to intimate that impenitent 
ſinners are to be taken away in earlier life, than 
others. 

The plain import of the paſſages can be no more 
than this, that wicked people are never ready for death 
— the work, upen which they were ſent into the world, | 
it never den. death overtakes them before they have bo- f 
gun, to live, and finds them unprepared. Such conſid- 
erations as theſe are weighty motives, to all, to 
% do whatſoever their hand findeth to do, with their q 
« might; remembering that there is no work, nor | | 
device, nor knowledge, nor witdom in the grave | 


* whither they go.“ 
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The other inſtance of a promiſe alluded to, where 
the event may be no more than hoped for, and or- 
dinarily expected, is in 1 Tim. iv. 16, where the 
apoſtle ſays to Timothy, “ Take heed unto thyſelf, 
« and unto thy doctrine; continue in them: For 
&« in doing this, thou ſhalt both fave thyſelf, and 
& them that hear thee.” In theſe words, Mr. 
c Strong obſerves, there is a moſt poſitive declara- 
« tion that, in caſe Timothy ſhould take heed to 
« himſelf and to his doctrine, he ſhould ſave not on- 
&« ly himſelf, but his hearers.” Ie then afks, 
« Will any one underſtand them, as a covenant and 
« promiſe, that if a miniſter is faithful to preach 
„ found doctrine, he ſhall abſolutely fave a/ that 


c hear him!“ There is à moſt poſetive declaration 


alſo, that “ he that believeth not ſhall be damned :”? 
May it not as well be aſked, will any one underſtand 
this as rendering it certain that all unbelievers ſhall 
be damned! Why is not the paſſage rather to be 
conſtrued, agreeably to the prevailing charity of the 
day, that it may be ordinarily expedted that they, who 
believe not, ſhall be damned? If the pte declara- 
tion, in one caſe turniſh no more than a ground of 
al expectation, why does it, in the other. | 

If we carefully attend to the import of the term 
hear, as it is frequently uſed in the holy ſcriptures, 
we may have reaſon to conclude, that the poſitive 
declaration of the ap9/le, is no more indeterminate 
than that of the Saviour. Thus when the free and 
generous invitation is given, © Ho, every one that 
« thirſteth, come ye to the waters, and he that hath 
no money; come ye, buy and eat, yea, come, buy 
vine and milk without money, and without 
price:“ It is thus explained, *©* incline ear, 
and come unto me: Hear, and your foul ſhall 
« hve.” Iſai. Iv. 1, 3. So the Saviour himſelf 
lays, * If thy brother ſhall treſpaſs againſt thee, go 
and tell him his fault between thee and him alone: 
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If he ſhall hear thee, thou haſt gained thy brother”? 
Matt. xvii: 1 5. So, if miniſters. preach the | true 
doctrine, and men hear them, they will certainly be 
ſaved: While, on the other hand, if they pervert 
divine truth, and preach another goſpel, and men bear 
them, and imbibe their falſe doctrines, they will cer- 
tainly periſh ; and, their blind guides with them. 
This is the motive, ſolemn and weighty indeed! by 
which the apoſtle urges his ſon Timothy to take 
heed to himſelf, and to his doctrine. 95 
If the import of thoſe many declarations of ſcrip» 
ture, which appear to promiſe and connect the 
* piety of children with faithfulneſs of parents,” 
is to be learned from the paſſages referred to for 
their illuſtration ;-it will clearly appear, that the 
piety of children may certainly be expected, as the 
it of parental duty and faithfulneſs. No one 
will urge a greater certainty of the- ſalvation of 
ſuch children as are brought up in the nurture and 
admonition of the Lord, than—that filial obedience, 
under the former diſpenſation, would have prolong- 
ed the days of the people of Iſrael in the land, 
which. the Lord their God had given them—that 
wicked men die before their time—and that they, 
who hear, when the true doctrines of the goſpel are 
preached, will be ſaved, 1 | 
When it is faid that ſome of theſe declarations 
« have reſpe& to the generation of godly men ;” 
and, others intimate no more than what may be 
<4 hoped for and ordinarily expected ;”” it may rea- 
ſonably be aſked, by what rule — which 
are certain and definite, ſhall be diſtinguiſhed from 
thoſe, which are uncertain and indefinite? How 
ſhall we know when poſitive declarations give afſu+ - 
Trance that the events, concerning which they are 
made, will certainly take place; and, when theſe 
events may only be hoped 4 and ordinarily expected ? 
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We know that a general hope and expectation of 
certain bleſſings may ariſe — the common courſe 'of 
divine providence; He, who faithfully tills and ſeeds 
his ground, may ordinarily expect a crop. But if 
the poſitive declarations of the word of God — 
no further ground of certainty in one | inſtance, 
ariſes from an ordinary courle of events in the natu- 
ral world, why do they in another ? By what rule or 
authority ſhall we feel affured of future good in one 
caſe, while we only entertain a general hope and 
expeCtation of it, in another? Hence it may ration- 
ally be concluded, that ue ' declarations of the 
word of God may, with no propriety, be conſidered 
as intimating no more than what may be hoped for 
and ordinarily enpecled. And, that — 2 | 
poſitive declarations, which connect the lalvation of 
children, with the duty, the piety, and the er e 
neſs of parents, ſeems to be admitted. 
It is objected, further, by Mr. Strong, that the 
doctrine of a ſuppoſed connexion, between the 
faithfulneſs of parents and the ſalvation of their 
children, “ is calculated to promote and uphold 
90 fee the ſcheme is ſuch, that ſuch 
only as have a high conceit of their own eminent 
& piety, would probably ever venture to practiſe 
upon it, if it were : thoroughly underſtood. 4 _ 
„ 
N Had not our . miſtaken, in ſome . 
the ſentiment, which he means to oppoſe, the charge 
of its tending. to promote and uphold preſumption, 
ae would not have been exhibited againſt it. 
takes it for granted, through his whole inq 
that no parent has any ſecurity of perſeverance in 
that faith, with which the ſalvation of his child may 
be connetted by. promiſe, even though he _ 
originatty dedicate and give him up in the exerci 
of ſuch a faith. This is taken for granted, how- 
ever, without ſufficient ground. Had he not made 
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this miſtake; it is believed he would not have ſaid, 
uch as preſume to enter into ſuch en ernents, 
miſt truſt to their on reſources/and ſufficiency.“ 
Wich teipett to the obſetvatien, that people mult 
have a high conceit of their piety, before they will 
venture to practiſe upon the ſcheme, Which is urg 
ed in oppoſition to that of our author; we need 
only obſerve, that eminent degrees of piety are not 
wont to be attended with high pride and ſelf. con- 
ceit. By thoſe, ho oppoſe the ſentiment that gra 
clious qualifications are neceſſity; as terms of admiſ. 
ſion into the viſible church of Chriſt; it has been of- 
ten objected, that ĩt tend to lead ſuch as are admit - 
ted on — prinelple, to think themſelves better than 
others, and to indulge that ſpirit of pride and ſelf- 
conceit, which ſays: to — 4 Stand by thyſelf; 
* /come not near to me, for I am holier than thou.“ 
Hut if ihis objection of "theirs be groundleſs, ſo 

Jo that! before us. H love to Chriſt, /and a dil 
tion to confide in him, and in his power and _ 
fulneſs do not tend to inſpire a high conceit of 

woe piety; it is apprehended that the ſcheme 

referred to, if properly underſtood, is in no 
other danger of being attended with the diſagreea- 
ble'cotſequences charged upon it, than the doc» 
trines of revelation in general are, of 17 abuſed 
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's 3 Aon: now the ſame relation to their 
children, and intereſt in them, which they 
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vad under th: conſtitutidn and/odvenant-originally 


eſtabliſhed with man it would be no more than 
rational to ſuppoſe, that the fate of poſterity is, in 
ſome meaſuxe, ſuſpended, on the duty and faithful- 


neſt of parents, us it was unller the firſt gVenant. 


The ſimilitude, which the/ſcriptures repreſent, be- 
tween the firſt; and the ſecond! Adam, exidentiy 
leads us to expect a” ſimilar mode of divine diſpen- 
fation, in many reſpects, toward men, under both 
theſe tedetab heads. The character, whichthe Gad 
of Iſrael gives of himſelf, when he fays, Exod. xx. 
56. For Ithe Lord thy God am a jealous God, 
xiſiting che iniquity of the fatkers upon the chil- 
* dxen unto the third and fourth generation of 
them that hate me: And ſhewing | mercy, unto 
thouſands of them that love me, and keep my 
te commandtnents ;“ clearly ſuggeſts the idea, that 
the fate of children is, now, at leaſt to ſome very 
conſiderable degree, ſuſpended on the conduct of 
their parents. Since the-interpolition of divine mer- 
cy, the fate of poſterity does not hang ſo entirely on 
the conduct of the parent, as it did under the firſt 
covenant: If it did, there would be no hope for 
any of us. For though the firſt conſtitution ſtill 
remains ſo far in force, that corruption and wick- 
edneſs invariably deſcend, from parent to child; 
mercy may interpoſe, and ſupercede the general law, 
whereby the condemnation of the firſt tranſgreſſor 


was, in effect, the condemnation of the whole hu- 


r 

But if it be the uſual manner of God's dealing 
with men, even under the diſpenſation of the cove- 
nant of grace, to viſit the iniquity of the fathers up- 
on their children; when he repreſents himſelf, on 
the other hand, as a God, who ſhows mercy to 
thouſands (of. generations, as it is Deut. vii. 9.) of 
them, who love him, and keep his commandments : 
How can we ſuppoſe leſs, than that he meaus t6 en- 
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courage the faithfulneſs of p of parents, by ſome aſſured 
expectation of bleſſings for their children ? Had 
not the Deity entertained this gracious deſign, and 
meant to connect the good ot: poſterity with the 
faith and pay of parents; it cannot be accounted 
for, that often find the ſeed and offspring of 
the righteous diſtinguiſhed, in the holy- ſcriptures, 
from the ſeed of the wicked; the former being ſpo- 
ken of as objedts of the divine favor, and havin 
Pleſfings laid up for them; while nothing but you: 
is ever foretold reſpecting the offspring of the wick 
ed the ſeed of a reſſors. Of the former, it is 
ſaid that hy ſba e able brfare the Lord-—that 
ſhall be deli hat they ball be known among 
the Gentilesw-that: oma are blefjed, Fc. as P.. en. 28. 
Prov. xi. 21. Iſa. Ixi. 9. PI. xxxvii. 25. Of the 
latter, it is ſaid that they ſhall never be renowned—that 
they ſhall be tut . WT 1 5 Nr 
28, and xxi. 10. 
> | Reſpecting the reaſotatilenala of the foppoſed 
connexion, between .the faithfulneſs of parents and 
the ſalvation of their children, we * obſerve the 
following things, via. 
71. Religion is to be kept alle; and a churck to 
be preſerved and perpetuated on the earth by the 
inſtrumentality of pious people. 
God has given the utmoſt - aſſurance that his 
church ſhalt be preſerved; and-ſhall ſurvive every 
evil—that'the'kingdom of Chriſt ſhall ſtand, when 
all others are deſtroyed—ahid, that the gates of hell 
ſhall never prevail againſt his church. All will ac- 
knowledge, that itis only through the mighty power 
and agency of God, that theſe promiſes can be ac- 
compliſhed. Yet we know that God has inſtituted 
a variety of means for the preſervation of his church: 
And in a careful uſe of theſe means only, have chriſ- 
tians reaſon to expect thoſe divine influences to be 


ſeat down, which are eflential to the preſervation 


df religion, and the converſion of ſinnert:· Chriſ- 
tians are ſaĩd to be the ſalt of the eurth that which 
preſerves the world from putrefaction-'and ruin. 
They are the ght of the world: And from _ 
ls tha dight to ſhine, to the conviction of others. 
There are many of ſeripture, which ar 
ty intimate, that it is in anſwer to the pruyers of 
2 e that His church is to be preſerved and 
enlarged, and perity and peace. Thus, 
— — — what he would do 
for his church; and how he — increaſe it, Exek. 
Hi. he lets his people know, that it ſhould be in 
anſwer to prayer, that he would do theſe things for 
em. Great things are promiſed to be done for 
che church, in auſwer to prayer, in a vari OS 
268. (Thus Ia. mi. 9, and on. So. Ifa. 
And-Zach, ili. 9. Accordingly the church is — 
preſented as a mother longing to be bleſſed with a 
numerous offspring, and grieved in ſpirit on account 
of her 2 Ila. liv. And the moſt ge 
and precious promiſes are maile to herr. 
2. Chriſtian parents àre under much l 
vantage to be inſtrumental of ſaving good to their 
children, than to others. Parents nimurally feel for 
their children, as for themſelves: And, are ſenſible 
of a greater intereſt ĩn them, than they can have in 
others. Children are parts of themſelves, in a ſenſe in 
Which others are not; and the connexion between 
. and children is more near and intimate, than 
en any others. Hence chriſtian parents have 
a more ſtrong and lively ſenſe of the worth and value 
bf their children's fouls; than of the fouls of others. 
And ds their attention is more immediately to their 
ebildren than to others, it is to be ſuppoſed that 
they have more conſtant and ardent defires for their 
ſalvation.” Ohriſtian parents feel, not only that their 
children are parts o 'theniſctves, but that they are 
tommiltted more immediately to their care. And, 


87 


from the many directions given to parents, in the holy 
ſcriptures, reſpecting the education of their children, 
and the dedication of them to God, they cannot but 


be ſenſible that the care of their ſouls is committed 


to them; and that, their ſouls will be, in a great 
meaſure, required at their hands. Accordingly, 
they are ſurniſhed with all means, and with every 
advantage to do them good, and form them ſor the 
ſervice of Chriſt, which can be defired. They can 
begin with-them while their minds are yet tender 
and moſt ſuſceptible of impreſſions: And, having 
them conſtantly under their eye, and ſubject to their 
control, may check and reftrain their vices, before 
they up into confirmed habits, Not only ſo, 
but they have greater advantage to exemplify the 
duties of the chriſtian life, and recommend it to their 
children by their own example, than they can have 
in regard of others. For theſe reaſons it would be 
no more than analagous to ſuppoſe, that the holy 
ſcriptures ſhould give peculiar encouragements to 
the pious labors, tbe prayers, and the exertions of 
chriſtian parents: Eſpecially, ſince. ſuch abundant 
encouragement is given to God's people, in his holy 
word, to pray for the proſperity of Chriſt's cauſe, 
and the converſion of ſinners. 91871 
3. There is nothing equal to a divine promiſe, to 
animate the exertions of chriſtians in the caule and 
ſervice of Chriſt. Thus Joſhua was encouraged 
with promiſes of ſucceſs. And thus every private 
chriſtian is encouraged to perſevere in the way of 
holineſs, whatever may be his temptations and trials, 
with aflurances that he ſhall never fall; but that 
God will, in due time, bruiſe Satan under his feet. 
And if there be ſuch promiſes as we have ſuppoſed, 
to chriſtian parents, their obvious tendency to en- 
courage their prayers, and to animate them to dili- 
gence and faithfulneſs in the performance of paren- 
tal duty, will not be queſtiondd. 
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4. The covenant, which God entered into with 
Abraham, and the parental. duties it required of 
him, and of every ſucceſſive parent in future gene- 
rations, was formed for preſerving a church, and 
perpetuating religion in his family, to the lateſt poſ- 
terity. U t 

This covenant did not merely give aſſurance that 
a church ſhould-exiſt, and be preſerved on earth; 
but that, on certain conditions to be performed 


Abraham, and by ſueceſſive parents, it ſhould exiſt 


and be preſerved among the natural poſterity of 
Abraham. That the covenant with Abraham gave 


this aſſurance of the exiſtence of a church in his 
family, for future generations, is fully conceded, by 


Mr. Strong, in the inquiry before us, ſee p. 30. 31. 
And, that the condition, upon which the preſerva- 
tion of this church was ſuſpended, in the covenant, 
was the performance of certain parental duties, is 
manifeſt from the expreſs command, to every pa- 
rent, to circumciſe his male offspring, and this on 
pain of his child's being cut off and ſeparated from 
the people of God. This covenant between God 
and Abraham, and his poſterity, was to be perpet- 


ual. - God himſelf ſtiles it an everlaſting covenant 


between himſelf and Abraham, and his ſeed after 
him, in their generations. This was a family-cove- 
nant, by certain rites on God's part, and conditions 
on man's, tranſmitting both its duties, and its bleſ- 
ſings, from parent to child, through each ſucceſſive 
generation: Nor could it otherwiſe have been an 
everlaſting covenant between God and Abraham, and his 
feed after him. | = 1 
This ſame covenant, comprehending poſterity 
extending to future generations, was renewed and 
eſtabliſhed with the people of Iſrael, on the plains of 
Moab, juſt as they were about to enter on poſſeſſion 
of the promiſed land. Thus Moſes fays to them, 
Le ſtand this day all of you before the Lord your 
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“ God; your captains of your tribes, your elders, 
“and your officers, with all the men of Iſrael, your 
“little ones, your wives, and thy ſtranger that is 
in thy camp, from the hewer of thy wood to the 
& drawer of thy water: That thou ſhouldeſt enter 
into covenant with the Lord thy God, and into 
* his oath, which the Lord thy God maketh with 
< thee this day: That he may eſtabliſh thee to-day 
“ for a people unto himſelf, and that he may be 
* unto thee a God, as he hath ſaid unto thee, and 
as he hath ſworn unto thy fathers, to Abraham, 
to Iſaac, and to Jacob.” Deut. xxix. 1c—1 3, 

This covenant was made with Iſrael as a people 
to be continued, and to live in poſterity. There- 
fore, ſpeaking of the evils, which ſhould come upon 
them in after times, if they were diſobedient, Moſes 
ſays, “ all nations ſhall ſay, Wherefore hath the 
Lord done: thus unto this land? What meaneth 
< the heat of this great anger? Then ſhall men ſay, 
„ Becauſe they have forſaken the covenant of the Lord 
© God of their fathers, which he made with them when 
* he brought them forth out of the land of Egypt.” 
Deut. xxix. 24, 25. 

In the ſame light is this covenant ſpoken of, by 
the Pſalmiſt, when he ſays, © O ye ſeed of Abra- 
ham his ſervant, ye children of Jacob his choſen. 
« He is the Lord our God : His judgments are in 
“ all the earth. He hath remembered his covenant 
forever, the word which he commanded to a thou- 
“ ſand generations. Which covenant he made 
„ with Abraham, and his oath unto Iſaac ; and 
“ confirmed the ſame unto Jacob for a law, and to 
& Iſrael for an everlaſting covenant ; ſaying, unto 
« thee will I give the land of Canaan, the lot of 
“your inheritance.” Pf. cv. 6—11. Accordingly 
the prophet gives it as the reaſon why the people of 
Iſrael were deſtroyed, = they had broken the ever- 
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laſting covenant; He ſays, Iſa. xxiv. 5 6. The 
ce earth alſo is defiled under the inhabitants thereof; 
« becauſe they have tranſgreſſed the laws, changed 
&© the ordinance, broken the everlaſting covenant : 
& 'Therefore hath the curſe devoured the earth, and 
e they that dwell therein are deſolate :- Therefore 
te the inhabitants of the earth are burned, and few 
„ men left.” | 

As this covenant was to be perpetual between 
God and Abraham, and his ſeed atter him, there 
were appointed rites and duties to be obſerved and 
performed, by every ſucceſſive parent, toward his 
offspring, in order to perpetuate the covenant and 
its bleſſings to poſterity. Therefore God ſtiles in- 
fant-circumciſion his covenant, in the fleſh of the 
child: And no one, who was circumciſed, other 
concomitant parental duties being performed, was 
to be cut off from his people. And therefore it 
was that ſuch careful and ſtrict attention was to be 
paid to the inſtruction and education of children. 
The tranſmiſſion of the bleſſings of the covenant, 
and the preſervation of a church in the poſterity of 
Abraham, depending, under God, on- the faithful 
and punctual performance of parental duty.“ And 
* theſe words,” fays Moſes © which I command 
e thee this day, ſhall be in thine heart. And thou 
“ ſhalt teach them diligently unto thy children, 
* and ſhalt talk of them when thou fitteſt in thy 
* houſe, and when thou walkeſt by the way, and 
* when thou leſt down, and when thou riſeſt up.“ 
Deut. vi. 6,7. So, allo, is it ſaid, Pſ. Ixxviii. 5—7. 
* For he eſtabliſhed a teſtimony in Jacob, and ap- 
pointed a law in Iſrael, which he commanded our 
* fathers that they ſhould make them known to 
* their children: That the generation to come 
* might know them, even the children which 
* ſhould be born; who ſhould ariſe and declare 
them to their children: That they might ſet their 
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hope in God, and not forget the works of God, 
* but keep his commandments.” 

Here were the conditions, upon which a church 
was to be preſerved among the poſterity of Abra- 

ham; and, the bleſſings of a covenant-relation to 
God to be perpetuated, from parent to child, thro? 
ſueceſſive generations. And, if theſe conditions were 
faithfully and prudently performed, God graciouſly 
bound himſelf, by covenant, to continue to be the 
God of the people of Iſrael; and engaged that they 
ſhould prolong their life in that good land, which 
he had given them; and that they ſhould be a pe- 
cular people unto himſelf. | 


5. We ſeœe no other way in which a covenant could 


give aſſurance of the preſervation and continuance 
of a church among the-children of Abraham, than 
by giving aflurance that the requiſite qualifications 
for being members of this church, ſhould take place 
in his children: And if God gave aſſurance by cove- 
nant to Abraham, that converting grace ſhould be 
beſtowed upon his offspring, it mutt have been on 
certain conditions to be performed by Abraham. 
We know that God may predict and foretell un- 
conditionally the beſtowment of converting grace, 
or of any other bleſſings. But this prediction, how- 
ever abſolute, is not of the nature of a covenant with 
the perſon to whom it is made. All covenants be- 
tween God and man imply certain conditions on 
the part of man: Nor can it be that any one has 
authority to expect any bleſſing or good, by virtue 
of 'the promiſe of a covenant, without a faithful per- 
formance. of the conditions upon which the promiſe 
of the covenant was made. But when God enters 
into a covenant with any one, with expreſs conditions 
on the part of man, for the preſervation of true re- 
ligion among his children; on the condition being 
performed, the covenant gives as full aſſurance of 
the beſtowment of converting grace upon the oſt- 
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ſpring, as can ariſe from any mere prediction or un- 
conditional promiſe whatever. 
If any one leaſe a tract of land to his neighbour 
and his heirs, for a term of years, on condition of 
a certain rent to be annually paid; if the payment 
be punctually made, agreeably to the conditions on 
which the leaſe was given, the poſſeſſion, by con- 
tract, deſcends to his ſon. So if the Deity: engaged 
to Abraham, by a covenant of promiſe, that he 
would be a God to him, and to his ſeed after him, 
on certain duties and conditions to be performed by 
Abraham ; a compliance with' theſe conditions, on 
the part of this father of the faithful, as certainly ſe- 
cured the poſſeſſion, of this bleſſed inheritance, to 
his ſeed, as it did to Abraham himſelf. In the cov- 
enant, on which we are particularly treating, God 
no more promiſed to be a God to Abraham on con- 
dition of his walking: before him and being pertect, 
and circumciſing himſelf and his male-ſeed ; than 


he did, on the performance of the ſame condition, 


to be a God to his feed. Andif ſuch were, in fact, 
the covenant, which God made with Abraham, it 
certainly connected the converſion of the child with 
the faith and duty of the parent. 

There is no way, it is apprehended, to avoid this 
conſequence, but either, 

1. To deny that the ſeed, ſpoken of in the cove- 
nant of promiſe, was the natural ſeed. But to'deny 
this, would be inconſiſtent with admitting, that this 
covenant ſecured the exiſtence of a church among 
the natural poſterity of Abraham; which is fully 
granted by Mr. Strong, as has been before noticed. 
Nor will it be of any avail to fay, that the covenant 
fecured the tranſmiſſion of gracious qualifications 
from parent to child, only ſo far as was neceflary to 
the bare exiſtence of a church, in Iſrael. For it is 
exceedingly manifeſt that, as far as the covenant. 
connects the converſion of the child, with the duty 
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and faithfulneſs of the parent, in one inſtance, it does 
it in all. On the ſame parental fidelity, on which 
the covenant gives aſſurance 1 one, that convertin 
grace ſhall be beſtowed on his child, it gives the like 
aſſurance to another. Or, 

2. That Abraham's fidelity only, was the condi- 
tion, upon which the covenant of promiſe ſecured 
the exi/tence of a church in Iſrael. But it is not only 
abundantly clear, that the covenant required: the 
fame parental duty of every ſucceſſive parent, which 
it required of Abraham himſelf, as the condition on 
which the Lord would be a God to him, and to his 
ſeed after him, in their generations; but is, alſo, as 
has been before mentioned, fully conceded in the 

Inquiry“ before us. Or, | 

' . That this promiſe was never tranſmitted, from 
Abraham to any one after him; and, eſpecially, 
that it has never been transferred to Gentile believ- 
ers. But it has been before ſhown that Gentile be- 
lievers are received into the ſame gracious covenant, 
which the Jews rejected ; and are grafted into the 
ſame ſtock, from which the Jews were broken off 
for unbelief. That the church, which now exiſts on 
earth, is really the ſame church of God, which ex- 
iſted under the former diſpenſation of the covenant 
of grace, though it be now compoſed of Gentiles, 
inſtead of Jews. And conſequently every privilege 
of a promiſe reſpecting their natural feed, which 
belonged to the Jewiſh church, now belongs, i in its 
full extent, to Gentile believers. 

Had it been that circumciſion was originally in- 
ſtituted merely as a mark of perſonal, or parental 
engagement, all that God intended by the covenant 
of promiſe with Abraham, would have been no 
more than this; I will eſtabliſh my covenant be- 
e tween me and thee—for an — covenant; 
* to be a God unto thee—and I will give unto hee, 
6 the land of Canaan wherein thou art a ſtranger, 
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*. +7 hou ſhalt kecp my covenant therefore—this 
is my covenant, which thou ſhalt keep, between 
„ me-and tbee—all thy-male-children ſhall. be cir- 
cumciſed.“ If the covenant contained, and»cir- 
cumciſion ſealed no promiſe, to Abraham, of bleſ- 
ſings for his poſterity ; it, of courſe, contained- no 
promiſe of good but to Abraham himſelf. And if 
God, in this covenant, promiſed no bleſſing to A. 
prahum but what was perſonal—if tlie promiſe did 
diot extend the bleſſings of the covenant to his poſ- 
terity, on condition of the performance of certain 
parental duties; it is clear, that this ronftrudtion'ot 
that covenant of promiſe, of which circumciſion 
was the ſeal, does not limit the bleſſings of it, to à 
narrower compaſs than what was originally de- 
tioned. Rats 2. | iD 
Should it be ſaid that, though this covenant of 
promiſe gave 2 to Abraham, that ſpiritual 
bleflings ſhould be conterred on his child on any 
condition' whatever io be per fur med by lum, it is never- 
theleſs allowed, that it contained a promiſe of tem- 
pora guad things to be conferred on his poſterity, 
even the poſſeſſion of the land of Canaan, from 
generution to generation: On this it might be re- 
marked, 
1. "That if the covenant, of which circumciſion 
was a ſeal, contained a promiſe, to Abraham, of 
temporal bleſſings for his poſterity; it was on con- 
dition of his circumciſing his male-ſeed, and per- 
forming ſuch other parental duties as were con- 
nected with dedicating his children to God by cir- 
cuiaciſion. And if this were required of Abraham 
as the condition upon which his poſterity were to 
inherit temporal bleflings' ; the fame was required 


of every other parent, in their ſucceſſive generations, 


as the condition of the ſame inheritance. Agreca- 
bly to this idea of the duty required by covenant, 
Moſes frequently reminded the people of Iſrael, of 
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what great importance it was to poſterity, that they 
ſhould keep the commandments of the Lord, and 
oblerve his ſtatutes and judgments. 

And if this were the caſe, that the condition of 
the promiſe, to Abraham, of temporal bleſſings for 
his poſterity, was, that every ſucceſſive parent in 
future generations ſhould circumciſe his male- chil- 
dren, and perform thoſe other parental duties, 
which were connected with it, it is manifeſt that 
Abrabam's fidelity was not the ſimple condition up- 
on which the promiſe was made. 

If neither Abraham's parental faithfulneſs, nor 
that of ſucceſſive parents, were the condition, upon 
which temporal bleſſings were promiſed, for poſter- 
ity ; the inheritance, which the children of Iſrael 
had, of the land of Canaan, was, of courſe, no 
more a covenant bleſſing, than the inheritance; of the 
United States is, to the Americans. And had, 
both Abraham, and every ſucceſſive parent, in their 
future generations, been ever ſo faithful and punc- 
tual in the performance of every parental duty re- 
quired of them ; there would have been no more a 
breach of covenant on God's part, had he never giv- 
en them the land of Canaan ; than there would 
have been, with the Americans, had he never given 
them the poſſeſſion of the United States. It is true 
that, had the land of Canaan been promiſed, to A- 
braham, for an everlaſting poſſeſſion for his poſteri- 
ty on no conditions whatever, and yet never been giv- 
en; there would have been a breach of promiſe. 
And it is equally true that, conſiſtently with ſuch a 
promiſe, they never could have been caſt out of 
that-good land, however regardleſs they had been 
ol the duties and requiſitions of any covenant what- 
ever. But an unconditional promiſe has nothing 
of the nature of a covenant in it. 

2. If God, by covenant, promiſed to give to A. 
braham, and to his poſterity, the land of Canaan 
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for a poſſeſſion, on condition of certain parental 


duties to be performed by him, and by his ſucceſſors, 


in their ſeveral generations; it is, then, certain 
that the covenant ſuſpended bleſſings, for poſterity, 
on the duty and faithfulneſs of parents. — Vea, it is 
certain that this covenant ſuſpended bleſſings, for 
the immediate offspring, on the duty and faithful- 
neſs of every ſucceſſive parent. And this no more 
than correſponds with the threatning, that the un- 
circumciſed man- child, whoſe fleſh of his foreſkin 
was not circumciſed, ſhould be cut off from his peo- 
ple. It is, therefore, clear, either that the cove- 
nant with Abraham, of which circumciſion was the 
ſeal, ſuſpended temporal bleſſings to poſterity, on 
the duty and faithfulneſs of parents ; or, that the 
poſſeſſion of the land of Canaan was ſecured to the 
poſterity of Abraham, 'without any conditions on 
their part whatever. Or, 

3. Should it be ſaid, after all, that the ſeed, to 
which the promiſe of the covenant had reſpect, was 
only a ſpiritual ſeed ; it will follow, either that the 
inheritance of the land of Canaan was not promiſed 
to any one, on any condition whatever; or, that it 
was promiſed to Abraham's ſpiritual ſeed for an 
everlaſting poſſeſſion. 

That the covenant, of which circumcifion was a 
ſeal, contained a promiſe, of the land of Canaan for 
an everlaſting poſſeſſion, to Abraham, and to his 
ſeed after him in their generations, cannot be deni- 
ed. And that it ever was, or will be given to his 
ſpiritual ſeed, and not the natural, will not be con- 
tended. Nothing, therefore, reſpecting a ſpiritual 
ſeed, can be urged with any degree of conſiſtency, 
as an evidence that God did not promiſe, by cove- 
nant, to beſtow that good land, for a poſſeſſion, on 


Abraham, and on his natural poſterity. And if this 
were contained in the promiſe of that covenant, 


which requiredevery parent, from generationto gen- 
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eration, to circumciſe his male-ſeed; it is indubitable, 
that the covenant under conſideration ſuſpended the 
good of poſterity on the practice of parental duty; 
and that it connected, at leaſt, the temporal good of 


poſterity, with the duty and faithfulneſs of parents. 


We therefore obſerve, | 

4. That no good reaſon can be given, why the 
covenant of grace ſhould ſuſpend temporal bleſſings 
to poſterity, on parental duty, and not eternal. The 
covenant, which connected the temporal good of 
polterity with parental duty, it is acknowledged, 
was the covenant of grace. 'The duty required, on 
the part of the parent, in order to ſecure the prom- 
iſed bleſſings of the covenant to poſterity, was a 
ſpiritual duty. And it is as eaſy, every one will ad- 
mit, for God, by his gracious covenant of promiſe, 
to connect the ſpiritual good of the child, with the 
holy, ſpiritual duty of a parent, as its temporal: 
And no one, it is apprehended, will think it leſs 


analogous to the nature of that holy, ſpiritual cov- 


enant, which God eſtabliſned with Abraham, and 
ſealed with circumciſion. Accordingly, 

5. It is as clear and certain, that the covenant, 
which God eſtabliſned with Abraham, when cir- 


cumciſion was inſtituted, connected the ſpiritual, 


as it did the temporal good of poſterity, with the 
duty and faithfulneſs of parents. God's promiſe 
was as explicit, to Abraham, that he would be the 
God of his ſeed, as that he would give them the 
land of Canaan for a poſſeſſion. And, upon the 
ſame terms upon which the latter was promiſed, the 
former was ſecured. The ſame parental duties, 
which, by virtue of the covenant, would ſecure and 
perpetuate, to poſterity, the inheritance of the prom- 
iſed land; would, alſo, equally ſecure to them a 
far better inheritance, even that of the Lord's being 
their God, 
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If, for the Lord to be a God to Abraham, impli- 
edin it all good ; to be a God to his poſterity 
equally implied the ſame good. If it were necefla- 
ry for Abraham, and tor ſucceſſive parents in future 
enerations, to circumciſe their male-ſeed, and per- 
SS ſuch other duties as were connected with the 
practice of infant-circumction, in order to ſecure, 
by covenant, this good for poſterity ; the fame was 
equally neceflary, to ſecure to poſterity the inheri- 
tance of the promiſed land : Nor did the faithful 
performance of parental duty ſecure, according to 
the tenor and promiſe of the covenant, the one, ei- 

ther more or leſs than it did the other. 
Accordingly we find a clear and explicit predic- 
tion, Ifai. lix. 20, 21, that the happy effects, for 
which proviſion was madein this gracious covenant, 
as it reſpected poſterity, ſhall actually take place 
among the followers of Chriſt. Thus it is promi- 
fed, And the Redeemer ſhall come to Zion, and 
© unto them that turn from tranſgreſſion in Jacob, 
faith the Lord. And as for me, this is my cov- 
“ enant with them, faith the Lord; my ſpirit that 
5 18 upon thee, and my words which I have put in 
„ thy mouth, ſhall not depart out of thy mouth, 
© nor out of the mouth of thy ſeed, nor out of 
the mouth of thy ſeed's ſeed, faith the Lord, 
« from henceforth and forever.” This promiſe 
clearly implies that, when the happy time ſhall 
come, that the Jews ſhall be grafted into their own 
olive-tree, and have God's law written in their 
hearts ; . ſhall keep covenant with God, 
and faithfully perform the ; wm which, the cove- 
nant requires: And, in this way be inſtrumental of 
tranſmitting ſpiritual bleſſings to their children. 
Nor can any one rationally ſuppoſe that, in this 
reſpect, the Jews will be more highly privileged 
than the Gentiles, or diſtinguiſhed from them. 
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There is no way to avoid the concluſion, that 
God, in his covenant of promiſe with Abraham, 
connected the ſpiritual good of poſterity with pa- 
rental duty and faithfulneſs, but to ſay that the 
promiſe, which the Lord made of being a God to 
the ſeed, which was to be circumciſed, implied no 
more than that he would beſtow upon them an earth- 
ty inheritance. But if the promiſe implied no more 
than temporal good, as it regarded the ſeed ; why did 
it imply any more, as it regarded Abraham himſelf ? 
There is the ſame reaſon for limiting the promiſe to 
temporal good in one caſe, as in the other. If Abra- 
ham were warranted, by the promiſe, that the Lord 
would be his God, to expect a heavenly inheritance ; 
he was equally warranted, by the promiſe, that the 
Lord would be a God to his ſeed, to expect that they, 
alſo, ſhould have a heavenly inheritance, 

It being once admitted that the covenant of prom- 
iſe, which God made with Abraham when circum- 
ciſion was inſtituted, eſtabliſhed a connexion between 
parental duty and faithfulneſs, and the falvation of 
children, as it regarded his natural poſterity ; it 
will be more readily allowed, that the covenant of 
grace, under the chriſtian diſpenſation, eſtabliſhes a 
ſimilar connection, between the duty of parents and 
the ſalvation of their children. For no one will 
ſuppoſe, that the coming and work of Chriſt have 
been the occaſion of God's narrowing his gracious 
eovenant, or curtailing its 2 Nor will it 
readily be believed tliat, under the fuller light of the 
glorious goſpel, the motives to pious parents, to bring 

their children in the nurture and admonition of 
the Lord, are leſs encouraging and animating, than 
they were under the former diſpenſation. 

And if God's gracious covenant of promiſe thus 
form a connection, between the duty and faithful- 
neſs of parents and the ſalvation of their children; 
we here find a broad baſis for the doctrine of in- 
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fant · baptiſm, and ample ground for the practice of 


it. In this view of the extent and grace of the cov- 


enant, no pious parent can heſitate with reſpect, ei- 
ther to the duty, or the privilege, of having his in- 
fant-ſeed baptized, and the name of Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt called upon it. Nor can it be 
doubted that the benevolent heart of a parent, will 


joyfully and thankfully embrace ſuch a covenant as 


this, whenever conviction is felt, that ſo infinitely 
kind and gracious a propoſal is made in the word 
of God. This view of the covenant will exceeding- 
ly delight the benevolent, though not the ſe 
feelings of the parental heart. : 

This view of the covenant is every way fitted to 
give ſpring to parental exertion ; and, to animate 
the faith and labors of pious parents, in the inſtruc- 
tion and education of their children. In this view 
of the nature and import of infant-baptiſm, with 
what peculiar and lively ſenſations of gratitude, de- 
light, and joy will the believing parent bring his 
infant child, and dedicate and give it up to God, in 
this ſacred and gracious ordinance ! Entering it into 
that happy family and bleſſed ſociety, from which, 
he truſts in God, it ſhall never be ſeparated ! 

A conviction, that the eternal ſalvation of one, 
who is fo much a part of himſelf as a parent feels 
his own child to be, is to ſuch a degree ſuſpended 
on his own faith and piety, and perſevering prayers 
and labors, 1s every way fitted to impreſs his mind 
with a ſtrong ſenſe of the weight of parental abliga- 
tion; and, to make him humble, ny #5 and 


'watchful. For, nothing ſo enhances a ſenſe of ob- 


ligation, and fo impreſſes on the mind the impor- 


. tance of duty, as a view of the greatneſs of the inte- 


reſt depending on their being faithfully and reli- 
giouſly diſcharged. For a pious and bęnevolent 
parent to view the eternal intereſt of his own child, 
as depoſited with him, and the ſecurity of it ſo great- 
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ly dependent on him; this, if any hing, will excite 
and ſtimulate exertion. And the aſſurance, that 
his faithful labors and endeavours ſhall be crowned 
with ſucceſs, will ſerve, among other things, to 
make the ſervice pleaſant and delightful. 

Nor will this view, of the nature and import of 
infant-baptiſm, be without its peeuliar advantages to 
the church, whoſe member brings and dedicates his 
child to God, in this ordinance. Every inſtance of 
infant-baptiſm will be affecting, and impreſſive on 
the minds of the whole church : Exciting a joy in 
their hearts reſembling that, which there is in the 
preſence of the angels of God over one ſinner that 
repenteth. Nor is any other view of the doctrine 
before us, ſo peculiarly fitted to excite the care and 
watchfulneſs of the whole church, both over chil- 
dren who are baptized, and over their parents ; and, 
to engage them to'take heed that they offend not 
one of theſe little ones. 

On the other hand ; if infant-baptiſm be nothing 
more than a mark of parental engagements ; the 
child being left as mnch at uncovenanted mercy, as 
though it had never been dedicated to God by a be-, 
lieving parent; how much more readily will the 
heart of the parent admit excuſes, for the neglect of 
that parental duty and fidelity, the ideas of which, 
on the other ſide of the queſtion, muſt be ſo clear 
and impreſſive ! The leſs is thought to depend on 
the practice of any duty whatever, with the more 
eaſe can we perſuade ourſelves that, though but lit- 
tle be done, it will nevertheleſs anſwer though we 
have not been ſo punctual as might be deſired, yet 
what we have done, may paſs for a tolerable com- 
pliance. And, as to the church, on the plan of 
ſimple dedication, it has nothing to do with the bap- 
tized children of its own members, more than with 


the children of unbelievers among whom it exiſts. 
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GONCLUSION, 

F an apology may be admitted for a writer, it 
mult be when treating on ſubjects, which have 
been but little examined, and more ſparingly diſcuſ- 
ſed by thoſe, who have. gone before him. Mot 
points of doctrine, which have been the ſubjects of 
diſpute, have been critically examined, and repeat- 
edly labored, by men of firſt eminence both for 
genius and learning. But few ſubjects of debate, 
either in morals or divinity, can now be attempted, 
without advantage to derive aſſiſtance from the wri- 
tings of others. But not ſo, with regard to the ſub- 
ject of the preſent diſſertation. For though many 
have written on infant-baptilm, the great object has 
been, either to eſtabliſh, or to confute the doctrine z 
and to ſhow, cither that it has, or that it has not 

the authority of the word of God for its ſupport, 
The great deſign and import of baptiſm, partic- 
ularly in its application to the infant- ſeed of believ- 
ers, is a ſubject, which has been but ſparingly 


handled, and, generally, more ſuperficially treated, 


Hence a writer on this ſubject, has leſs advantage 
to derive aſſiſtance and help, from the thoughts 
and reaſomngs of others, than on almoſt any other 
ſubject in divinity. Yet it may poſſibly be thought, 
that enough has been ſaid, in the preceding pages, 
to excite apprehenſions in a candid public, that it is 
a ſubject of no triſling importance; but one, which 
demands a careful ſcrutiny, and. the moſt ſerious 
and deliberat2 conſideration. It is a ſubject, which 
immediately relates to practice; and, in which ev- 
ery parent muſt feel himſelf greatly intereſted. 
And though, through the natural blindneſs of the 
human heart, the progreſs of knowledge, in divine 
things, is but flow and gradual; it is hoped that, 
what 18 here offered to public view, may excite a 
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more general ſenſe of the importance of the ſubject, 
and a more careful and ſtrict attention to it. Should 
this be the effect, it is preſumed that further light 
will ſtill appear; and the truth, relative to the preſ- 
ent ſubject of debate, be more clearly ſeen, and bet- 
ter underſtood. And no one can believe but that 
it is exceedingly defirable, that chriſtian parents 
ſhould underſtand, as fully as may be, the princi- 
ples upon which they dedicate their intant-oftspring 
to God in baptiſm; and the conditions upon which 
the ſeal of God's covenant of promiſe is to be fet 
upon them. Yet this cannot be underſtood, any 
turther than juſt apprehenſions are” obtained of the 
nature and extent of that covenant of promiſe, of 
which baptiſm, both adult and infant, is a divinely 
inſtituted ſeal. Nor can parents act underſtand- 
ingly in dedicating their infant ſeed to God in bap- 
tim, unleſs they know, in ſome good meaſure, the 
nature and extent of the duty required on their 
part, the motives by which they are to be influenced 
in the practice of it, the intereſt which depends on 
its being faithfully diſcharged, and the conditions 
upon which they may apply God's ſeal of his own 
gracious promiſe, to their children. Here are mo- 
tives of ſufficient weight to engage a conſtant gen- 
eral attention to the fubje&, until further and 
clearer light ſhall be obtained upon it. 
Nor is the difadvantage already alluded to, the 
only one under which the writer 1s fenſible he la- 
bors, on the fide of the queſtion, which he has 
ventured-to eſpouſe. He feels that he has taken 
the unpopular part ; and advanced a point of doc- 
trine, which cannot make its way to the heart, but 
through much oppoſition :—Many ſelfiſh intereſts 
and luſts combining their force to oppoſe it. 
When it is thought that the covenant, in which 
children are to be given up to God in baptiſm, m 
no meaſure ſuſpends the future intereſt of the child, 
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on any conditions on the parent's part; the heart 

cannot be preſſed with that ſenſe of weight of pa- 
rental duty, which muſt neceſſarily ariſe from an 
apprehenſion on the other ſide of the greatneſs of 
the intereſt depending on a faithful performance of 
it. A ſenſe of obligation naturally ſits uneaſy upon 
the human mind. And obligation is always eſti- 
mated, at leaſt in a degree, by the meaſure of the 
intereſt, which is ſuſpended on the diſcharge of it. 
As it is much eaſier to perſuade ourſelves, at the 
- preſent day, that we do actually, in heart, give up 
all our worldly intereſt to Chriſt ; than though we 
felt that our ſtill holding the poſſeſſion of it, depend- 
ed on our neglecting to eſpouſe, even in profeſſion, 
the cauſe of Chriſt: So parental duty may much 
more eaſily be thought to be complied with, when 
it is apprehended that the covenant, in which ehil- 
dren are to be given up to God, leaves them to 
periſh, notwithſtanding high degrees of parental 
faithfulneſs ; than when it is ought that their 
fouls will be, to ſo great a degree, required at their 
parents hands, as the ſentiment advanced, in this 
differtation, will neceſſarily imply. Nothing but 
the power of divine grace, and a cordial reliance 
on God for aſſiſtance, will encourage any parent, 
8 ſo great a weight of reſponſibility upon him- 
elt. 

Accordingly, we often hear expreſſions, from 
parents, in excuſe for the wickedneſs of their chil- 
dren, which never would eſcape from their lips, did 
they apprehend the fault to lie ſo much at their own 
door, as the conſtruction here given of the covenant 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes. How often is it ſaid, by par- 
ents, after lamenting the impiety of their children, 
is not in our power to give them grace: This is a 
* work, which God has reſerved in his own hands.” 
And though this be true, and the obſervation may 
be religiouſly made; yet, with it, may eſcape the 
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evidence, of a latent deſire of the parent's heart to 
exculpate himſelf, and palliate his own conduct. 
And if it be natural to the parental heart, under 


loomy proſpects reſpecting children, to find à re- 


e under ſuch excuſes as theſe; we can hardly 
deſire a ſtronger proof, of the natural oppoſition af 
the human heart, to a doctrine, which would whol- 


ly deprive it of every ſuch excuſe. 7 
And if it be evident, that there is, naturally, à 


greater degree of oppoſition, in the heart of man, 


to the opinion, that the ſalvation of the child is fu 
pended on the duty and faithfulneſs of the t3 
than to that, which leaves a far leſs intereſt th de- 
pend on parental- duty: Though this would be a 


circumſtance in no meaſure unfriendly to the truth 


of the doctrine; it would; nevertheleſs, render it 
evident, that it muſt be with greater difficulty, that 
— a ſentiment can find its way to the human 
cart, . 
But the natural oppoſition of the parental heart, 

to ſo high a degree of reſponſibility for children, as 
the doctrine, which is here urged, neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes; is not the only obſtacle, which lies in the 
way of its reception. Churches will ſenſibly feel 
an intereſt in the eaſe; and on this principle, the 
ſphere of duty enlarged, and, the weight of it in- 
creaſed. It has been the general ſentiment of chriſ. 
tian churches, that they were bound, by their pro- 
feſſion and by the laws of Chriſt, to exerciſe ſome 
peculiar watch and diſcipline over. baptized chil- 


* dren, Accordingly, a number of attempts have 


been made, however languid and ineffectual, in va- 
rious churches, to diſcharge the obligation, which 
was thought to lie upon them, toward their off- 
ſpring. But no ſooner will it be believed, that in- 
fant-baptiſm was never inſtituted as any thing more 
than merely a mark * dedication, than 
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churches will naturally feel themſelves relieved from 
that troubleſome taſk, which, on the other hypoth- 
eſis, they will feel themſelves prefled to perform. 
For if the covenant and its promiſe, of which in- 
fant-baptiſm is a ſeal, do not comprehend the ſeed 
with the parent—if the covenant, by which ehriſ- 
tans are united in a church ſtate, do no more com- 
prehend their offspring, than the offspring of un- 

lievers; we may deſpair of miniſtering convic- 
tion, that chriſtian churches, either have any au- 
thority, or are under any obligation, to exerciſe any 
eccleſiaſtical diſcipline over them. 
Theſe are diſcouragements, under which the preſ- 
ent diſſertation invites the public attention; beſides 
thoſe, which naturally reſult from the ſubject's be- 
ing leſs ſkilfully handled. The writer has endeav- 
oured to expreſs his own ſentiments intelligibly ; 
together with the reaſons upon which they are foun- 
ded. And, conſcious that it is a ſubject, which de- 
mands a moſt ſerious and diſpaſſionate conſidera- 


tion; he does not feel diſpoſed to call in queſtion 


the candor of the public, in the attention, which 
may be paid to what is here written. | 

.» Confident that whatever be the real truth, re- 
ſpecting this important ſubject, it will, in God's own 
time prevail; the writer can wiſh the bleſſing of 
heaven to accompany what is here offered to pub- 
lic view, no farther than it is agreeable to the ora- 
cles of God, and may be tor the glory of his great 
name. Au. iy Jo 
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